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Abstract 
The purpose of this study is to gain an understanding of how managers practise 
sustainability as they go about the management of organisations.  Based on the 
Brundtland Commission’s definition of sustainable development, sustainability is 
presented as consisting of economic prosperity, environmental quality, and social 
equity dimensions, commonly known as the triple bottom line.  The natural resource-
based view of the firm that concentrates on the environment, is an alternative model 
used in the literature.  Organisations and the natural environment literature uses 
these models to frame a research agenda, resulting in it becoming, almost by 
default, sustainability’s ‘big’ theory.  Despite 25 years of research in this field, prior 
research has failed to investigate the routine sustainability activities managers 
include in their everyday work to identify the ways managers understand and 
practise sustainability. 
Using components of Schatzki’s practice theory, in combination with 
phenomenography, this study investigates the activities, understandings, and ways 
managers practise sustainability in the unique setting of restaurants.  Data collection 
and analysis involves two phases.  The first phase comprises of twenty-five in-depth 
semi-structured interviews with chefs and managers from the restaurant industry.  
The second phase, involves conducting observations at seven restaurants, selected 
from the original interview participants.  These interviews and observations 
combined with field notes provide a unique perspective on the ways managers 
practise sustainability. 
A Practice Theoretical Account of Managers’ Practice of Sustainability reveals that 
managers’ practise and understand sustainability in five distinctly different ways.  In 
addition, the practice theoretical account has four defining features.  First, the 
manager’s understanding of sustainability informs and organises sustainability 
activities to form these five distinct ways of practising sustainability.  This is counter 
to the majority of previous frameworks, which assume there is only one way to 
practise sustainability.  These five ways of practising sustainability are 1) Purposeful 
Frugality, 2) Ethical Provenance, 3) Meaningful Relationships, 4) Bio-Physical 
Systems, and 5) Leading Lights.  Second, everyday activities of the practice of 
sustainability can be arranged into four key sets of sustainability activities consisting 
of managing business affairs, managing materiality, managing people, and 
managing waste.  Third, there is an entwining between the activities and 
understanding which informs the practice of sustainability.  Finally, the ways of 
practising sustainability exhibit a hierarchical ordering from Purposeful Frugality to 
Leading Lights.  Understandings higher in the hierarchy comprehend complex 
relationships between the different key sets of sustainability activities, the inclusion 
of different everyday activities, and the organising of these everyday activities. 
By using practice theory to investigate how managers incorporate sustainability into 
their everyday activities, this study has several contributions.  First, there is an 
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dynamic nature to the practice of sustainability rather than an idealised sustainable 
business.  Second, managers drive the practice of sustainability according to their 
understanding.  Third, the constitution of a manager’s practice of sustainability is not 
according to the dominant sustainability models used by organisation and the natural 
environment research.  Fourth, the combination of a practice theory approach with 
phenomenography provides a unique perspective on the reality of how managers 
practise and understand sustainability. 
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Preface 
Reflective Thoughts  
During this process of data collection, one participant asked me what I had learnt as part 
of this research.  My response was that I had come to appreciate eating small-portioned 
meals lovingly grown, respectfully cooked, well flavoured and beautifully presented.  Large 
portions of steak, chips and salad are no longer what I desire when I eat out.  On 
reflection, there are other lessons I learnt along the way. 
1. That people who work in the restaurant industry have a generosity of spirit shown in 
their willingness to share their story.  Out of 30 potential participants approached, 
25 agreed to be involved.  Even more generous was the participant who allowed me 
to return for observations when his business was failing.  I now have the 
responsibility to tell their stories. 
2. Total acceptance by kitchen brigades while conducting observations.  Observations 
included 13-hour days, washing the evening dishes, helping roll 4000 meatballs and 
assisting at a food festival.  Returning to my career roots has reminded me that a 
well-run kitchen is like watching a ballet, with each member having an important 
role to play. 
3. Contrary to the popular image of a chef with attitude, many of the participants are 
keen to learn about how others are practising sustainability in this industry; they are 
also interested in the research process and results.   
4. That boldness is required when asking participants to be involved in research.  
Overcoming the fear of asking a prominent chef to be involved with this project, 
ignoring others telling me a particular chef was difficult to get hold of and did not do 
interviews, meant I was able to interview a humble, thoughtful, and very inspiring 
chef. 
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Chapter 1 
Sustainability — What? 
 
1.1 Introduction 
Over the last 25 years, sustainability has become an important topic for society in general but for 
the business, government and education sectors in particular (Banerjee, 2011; Starik & Rands, 
1995) to the extent that the term has become common in everyday language (Smith, Hargroves, & 
Desha, 2010).  Originally, sustainable development meant creating relationships between the 
economy, the environment and society with a focus on sustaining future generations (World 
Commission of Environment and Development, 1987).  Yet, over these 25 years, how sustainability 
has been portrayed in the literature and enacted by managers increasingly lacked clarity and 
sophistication (Hannon & Callaghan, 2011; Hoffman & Bazerman, 2007; Maon, Lindgreen, & 
Swaen, 2009). 
In general, achieving sustainability has been used by organisations to justify their strategic direction 
(Duygulu, Ozeren, Işıldar, & Appolloni, 2016; Hillman & Keim, 2001; Springett, 2003).  
Sustainability has also been used to enhance competitive advantage (Bryson & Lombardi, 2009; 
Porter & Kramer, 2006), continue economic growth (Prahalad & Hart, 2002; Springett, 2003; Zollo, 
Cennamo, & Neumann, 2013), and secure long-term employment (McBride & Mustchin, 2013; van 
Dam, van Vuuren, & Kemps, 2016; Vickers, 2012).  The majority of this literature does not refer to 
the environment and society.  In addition, with its increase in common usage, there has evolved an 
ever-expanding number of contested, often self-serving, meanings (Petrucci, 2002; Smith et al., 
2010; Williams & Millington, 2004), sometimes without users being fully aware of its practice. 
This study uses Schatzki’s (2012) practice theory approach to understand how managers practice 
sustainability in businesses by examining the everyday activities of sustainability.  Restaurants 
provide the empirical context of this study.  While this industry significantly affects the economy, 
the environment and society (Australian Bureau of Statistics, 2016; Oxford Economics, 2015), 
restaurants do not feature prominently in the organisations and natural environment literature. 
I’ve had only a glimpse at the load of decisions and compromises a 
farmer is forced to make through the year.  A farmer must make 
those decisions while somehow balancing sustainability, quality, 
and economy in the same way that a chef must make similar 
decisions when running a restaurant. 
Christian F.  Puglisi, Relæ, 2014, p.  37 
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1.2 Common Views of Sustainability 
Sustainability is commonly portrayed as balancing the tensions between economic development, 
environmental concerns and social justice (Elkington, 1997; Global Reporting Initiative, 2015; 
Schwartz & Carroll, 2008; Throop, Starik, & Rands, 1993; van Marrewijk & Werre, 2003).  This 
portrayal contrasts with the conventional resource-based view of the firm where the natural 
environment is not factored in as one of the resources enabling an organisation to gain competitive 
advantage and maximise profit (Bell & Dyck, 2011; Wernerfelt, 1984).  With this perspective 
comes an underlying assumption that continual economic growth follows the premise that natural 
resources are available indefinitely (Wernerfelt, 1984).  Sustainability attempts to remedy the view 
by including the natural environment as a separate resource that influences a firm’s ability to gain or 
lose competitive advantage (Hart, 1995).  The natural resource-based view of the firm challenges 
the conventional resource-based view’s assumptions in three areas.  First, naturally occurring 
resources are finite to the extent that science forecasts their depletion (Meadows, Meadows, 
Randers, & Behrens, 1972; Meadows, Randers, & Meadows, 2005).  Second, continued resource 
extraction increasingly degrades the natural environment.  As easily obtainable natural resources 
deplete, they are explored and extracted progressively at the outer extremities of the environment, 
thus increasingly risking further irreversible environmental degradation; for example, oil extracted 
from the Arctic Circle.  Third, with continued population growth (Goldewijk, 2005) comes a 
growing demand on natural resources.  The reality comes from understanding that the natural 
environment could potentially limit future economic development and related wealth distribution 
(Gladwin, Kennelly, & Krause, 1995a; Meadows et al., 2005).  Beyond factoring in the natural 
environment as a separate resource, sustainability also extends the conventional resource-based 
view that sees people purely as labour (Wernerfelt, 1984), to include wider society.  Thus, 
sustainability acknowledges that organisations influence societal aspects, for example employment, 
poverty, and wellbeing.  The difficulties come when attempting to practise sustainability using 
guidelines on how sustainability should be practised that do not align with its actual performance. 
The intense debate over the water management of the Murray-Darling Basin illustrates the 
relationship between economic development, conserving the natural environment, and society’s 
expectations.  Evidence from the Murray–Darling Basin Authority (2011) shows that even its 
management plan is contradictory regarding the region’s prospects as follows.  The Murray-Darling 
Basin, with over one-third of Australia’s food being produced within an area covering 14 per cent 
of Australia’s land mass, is viewed as the breadbasket of Australia (Murray Darling Basin 
Authority, 2011).  Much of this production relies on water extracted from the Murray-Darling 
waterways.  The draft plan expects that increased food and fibre production will be possible with 
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new investment in agriculture to maintain and enhance the economic and social fabric of 
communities of the Murray-Darling, the natural flora and fauna will be protected and enhanced, and 
its water quality will be improved.   
So what are the economic, social and environment contradictions that have followed the region’s 
management plan? Economically, four states rely on the Murray-Darling Basin’s water resources, 
especially for agriculture.  Socially, they rely on economic benefits for small and isolated 
communities to survive.  Other groups though require the protection of water for its environmental 
importance and recreational purposes to enhance people’s well-being.  Further, the four states 
disagree about who has the rights to the Murray–Darling’s resources.  Excessive water extraction in 
the upper catchments limits the ability of those downstream to use water whose quality has reduced 
because of pollutants from upstream.  Environmentally, the Murray Darling River is exhibiting 
symptoms of extreme overuse.  Without a workable plan, the river will eventually not be able to 
support wildlife, people or an economic base. 
To manage increasing tensions, sustainable development, as an idea, was introduced (World 
Commission of Environment and Development, 1987).  The most commonly cited source, the 
Brundtland Commission report, defines sustainable development as humanity’s ability: “to ensure 
that it meets the needs of the present without compromising the ability of future generations to meet 
their own needs” (World Commission of Environment and Development, 1987: 8).  The 
commission states that achieving the goal of sustainable development depends on individuals, 
organisations and nations working together for the long-term good of the planet (World 
Commission of Environment and Development, 1987).  The main fundamental change identified by 
the Brundtland Commission (in World Commission of Environment and Development, 1987) is for 
people to have a personal attitudinal reorientation in how we view their relationship with nature and 
its place at the core of a viable long-term future for all.  The report outlines that attaining this future 
idealistic sustainable world requires nations to agree rationally about how to manage shared, finite 
resources (World Commission of Environment and Development, 1987).  However, the report does 
not articulate the activities and practices required to attain this state of being sustainable. 
The prevailing Western anthropocentric view is that humans are superior to all other aspects of 
nature (Anderson, Teisl, & Noblet, 2012; Gagnon Thompson & Barton, 1994; Tregidga, Kearins, & 
Milne, 2013).  The outcomes of this view is that human progress and secure the resources crucial to 
their future by dominating nature.  By definition, the natural environment exists for human benefit 
at the expense of other species and environmental quality (Catton Jr & Dunlap, 1980; Gagnon 
Thompson & Barton, 1994; Hoffman & Sandelands, 2005).  Alternatively, ecocentrism challenges 
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human superiority by regarding humans to be no better than other species and that nature should be 
valued for its intrinsic beauty (Gladwin et al., 1995a; Naess, 1973).  The ecocentric view thus 
regards ecosystems to be interconnected and humans to be only one part of an ecosystem (Gladwin 
et al., 1995a).  These two perspectives have a long tradition in Western society as both are grounded 
in Judeo-Christian beliefs where humankind was created to either steward and care for nature, or to 
have dominion over it (Bouma-Prediger, 2010).  In taking up the challenge, presented by the 
Brundtland Commission, to reorient our attitude toward the economy, nature and society, the 
spotlight turns to the practice of sustainability and the activities associated with becoming 
sustainable. 
1.3 Unpacking Sustainability 
The Brundtland Report initially defined sustainable development persuasively by challenging the 
dominant economic paradigm by giving voice to human and ecological problems, and how they 
could be resolved.  Thus, Brundtland initially influenced such a resolution while still allowing for 
economic development.  The Commission’s definition has been criticised as vague, delusionary, 
and hypocritical (Robinson, 2004) and unable to be applied practically (Stoel, 1988).  In response, 
substantial debate attempting to clarify what is meant by sustainability 
 has led to a multiplicity of definitions from many perspectives (Garriga & Melé, 2004; Gladwin et 
al., 1995a; Johnston, Everard, Santillo, & Robert, 2007; Smith et al., 2010).  The literature 
publishing these definitions, though, and the sustainability discourse as a whole, has become 
trivialised and ineffectual (Gray, 2010), as it tries to define and debate only what sustainability is 
rather how it might create practical change.  Therefore sustainability “has come to mean many 
things to many constituencies” (Johnston et al., 2007, 60).  It does not confront the real issue of how 
sustainability meets the demands of an increasing population because many hijack it to allow the 
inclusion of varied actions, often only adhering at face value to environmentally and socially sound 
principles.  These debates have been semi-resolved through simplifying sustainability into three 
distinct dimensions, called the triple bottom line, consisting of economic prosperity, environmental 
quality and social equity (Elkington, 1997).  Representing sustainability as such has become 
universally accepted and used by governments, industry, media, and in research.  The three 
dimensions require brief examination.   
Early writing on economic prosperity linked the accumulation of wealth with extravagant living, 
while acknowledging its damaging effect on justice, prudence and honesty (M'Neil, 1804).  While 
the notion of economic prosperity has changed little (Gladwin et al., 1995a), with the introduction 
of ecological economics and its systems approach, conventional economics should be re-evaluated 
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in light of its ability produce sustainability (Baker, 2007).  When using ecological economics, the 
economy becomes a subset of the ecological system, rather than the traditional view that the 
economy is separate from the natural environment (Upward & Jones, 2016).  Traditionally, 
economic production factors in only capital and labour, ignoring the environment and wider society, 
while ecological economics includes renewable and non-renewable resources (Ruth, 2006) with 
non-renewable (often natural) resources, therefore becoming a limiting factor of production. 
Preserving the quality of the natural environment has become a major area of concern with the 
emergence of both permanent damage to the environment and the depletion of non-renewable 
resources.  Environmental protection has been mooted to enable current and future generations to 
survive and enjoy the benefits of a healthy ecosystem.  A healthy natural environment and healthy 
societies are strongly linked to positive physical and psychological health benefits from people’s 
interaction with the natural environment (Abraham, Sommerhalder, & Abel, 2010; de Vries, 
Verheij, Groenewegen, & Spreeuwenberg, 2003; Mitchell & Popham, 2008).  Also identified are 
the potential health challenges resulting from an environmentally degraded planet (Benatar & 
Poland, 2015). 
Social equity describes all people having equal rights to access resources and opportunities, both 
within a society and between different societies (Bansal, 2005).  With sustainability, this also 
translates into equity between generations because the current generation’s activities may restrict or 
enhance future generations attaining an equitable and healthy life-style (Gladwin et al., 1995a).  In 
short, “Genuine sustainability demands poverty alleviation, population stabilisation, female 
empowerment, employment creation, human rights observance and opportunity redistribution on a 
massive scale” (Gladwin, Krause, & Kennelly, 1995b: 36).  The Millennium Development Goals 
(General Assembly of the United Nations, 2015) reflect many of Gladwin, Krause & Kennelly’s 
(1995b) ideas on the gaining of social equity among the set of 17 goals to be achieved by 2030. 
When visually presenting sustainability, the literature tends to provide two models, one showing it 
the three dimensions as overlapping circles, each of equal importance, portraying the complexity of 
the interrelatedness of each (Hoffman, 2001; Parliamentary Commissioner for the Environment, 
2002).  Many, though, view this as weak sustainability as each dimension can be traded off against 
the other (Hahn, Figge, Pinkse, & Preuss, 2010; Parliamentary Commissioner for the Environment, 
2002) and there remains a focus on ‘business-as-usual’ with economic growth retaining its 
importance (Dyllick & Muff, 2015; Landrum, 2017).  The alternative strong sustainability, 
represented as three nested circles, with the economy enclosed within society, and the environment 
as the outermost dimension (Parliamentary Commissioner for the Environment, 2002; Roome, 
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2011).  Strong sustainability attempts to redefine success by using sustainable principles to explore 
what value is for each dimension and where an increase in value in one dimension is not at the 
expense of the others (Dyllick & Muff, 2015; Stubbs & Cocklin, 2008; Upward & Jones, 2016) and 
extending to intergenerational equity (Landrum, 2017; Starik & Kanashiro, 2013; Turner, 1993). 
What follows succinctly summarise the tensions of sustainability.  The predominant tension 
involves balancing the use of the natural environment to provide a base for economic wealth and 
social equity, without overusing the natural environment and thus producing resource disputes, and 
economic, environmental and social decline.  The literature often refers to the conflict and trade-
offs required in such stability (Angus-Leppan, Benn, & Young, 2010; Hahn, Figge, Pinkse, & 
Preuss, 2010).  How sustainability translates into practice is also difficult since potentially 
competing activities between the three dimensions cause divergent activities to occur within and 
between organisations, industries and countries. 
1.3.1 Organisations and Sustainability 
Aside from the debate clarifying sustainability and its dimensions, has been a parallel discussion 
about how sustainability occurs in practice.  In response to the increasing concerns for 
environmental and social problems, organisations are changing their strategies, policies, and 
programs to include sustainability.  Organisations are seemingly meeting the challenge of practising 
sustainability because of the wide range of initiatives coming under the umbrella of being 
sustainable. 
Organisations have embraced sustainability to enhance strategic decision-making (Roome, 1992), 
improve financial performance (Wisner, Epstein, & Bagozzi, 2006), and manage risk (Shrivastava, 
1995) and corporate image (Margolis & Walsh, 2003).  Therefore, what was initially an innovative 
idea has become a means for organisations to enhance their normal business outcomes.  Within the 
debate on sustainability, organisations face two responsibilities: first, to grow economically 
(Friedman, 1970); and second, to resolve society’s ills (Hawken, 1992).  Additional pressures come 
with the expectation that managers will balance the competing demands of a variety of 
stakeholders, all with different worldviews on the purpose of business when including the value-
laden phenomenon, sustainability. 
For-profit organisations, are generally encouraged and structured to maximise profit and ignore any 
other perceived responsibilities apart from obeying the law because those firms will waste 
shareholders’ money on altruistic activities (Friedman, 1970).  This argument has been the 
dominant reasoning of a free society within which businesses operate as they see fit as long as it 
meets minimum legal requirements.  However, this logic ignores the effects this freedom of action 
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has on the rest of society and the environment.  Once seen solely as the source of economic 
development and growth, firms are becoming recognised as part of the solution to the problems 
within society and environment, especially through innovation and the use of technology (World 
Commission of Environment and Development, 1987). 
The expectation that organisations should be involved in providing solutions hinges on three 
arguments.  First, businesses are morally obliged to be involved as their operations may cause 
significant damage, either through extracting resources (e.g., coal mining), as a by-product of 
production (e.g., air and water pollution), or by exacerbating social issues (Upward & Jones, 2016; 
Whiteman & Cooper, 2016).  Second, large organisations have the capacity and resources to be 
involved (Hawken, 1992).  With many corporations having a larger economic impact than the total 
economic activity of some nations (De Grauwe & Camerman, 2002), their knowledge, 
technological and capital resources should benefit the whole of society (Holmes, 1976).  Third, the 
Iron Law of Responsibility (Davis, 1975) holds that business, as a powerful social institution, will 
consequently lose its power if misused through causing environmental damage and social 
inequality.  While organisations should be part of the solution, the question remains: should they 
change their activities and practices in response to environmental and social problems? 
Strategically, owners and managers are those who react to the sustainability imperative1 (Lubin & 
Esty, 2010) by taking a variety of stances ranging from denial or non-compliance to proactively 
changing their practices (Berry & Rondinelli, 1998; Marsden, 2000; Roome, 1992).  Managerial 
responses, though, depend on diverse values, perceptions, levels of self-interest and context 
(McManus, 1996).  It is therefore unsurprising that any changes in practice reflect the dominant 
organisational view of sustainability and the extent managers want to question or disrupt the 
economic and resource base of their organisation.  How managers practice sustainability may not 
necessarily align with how the literature portrays it.  After examining this in the literature, several 
dominant streams of research appear. 
The first, early stream of literature is dedicated to extending the semantic debate by prescribing 
what a sustainable organisation should ideally look like (end-state models) (Gladwin et al., 1995a; 
Starik & Rands, 1995).  This prescription sought to stimulate organisations to engage with the 
broader sustainability debate and shift the paradigm away from the dominant anthropocentric, view 
of nature and society.  This research lists practices that organisations should undertake to help shift 
the paradigm.  The end-state models promote the idea that becoming sustainable provides a stable 
state in which, once sustainable practices are integrated, an organisation is deemed sustainable.  A 
                                                 
1 Often the literature represents organisations as animate bodies, ignoring that it is people who are the decision makers. 
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component of this early literature stream expands on these end-state models by providing guidelines 
to how to achieve these idealised sustainable end-states.  This literature develops the idea that 
organisations progress through identifiable stages when incorporating sustainability activities 
(Dunphy, Benn, & Griffiths, 2014; Roome, 1992; van Marrewijk & Werre, 2003).  Each stage of 
activities is clearly itemised; once one stage becomes routine, including the next stage’s activities 
becomes the objective.  While stage models are helpful in guiding organisations through 
implementation, they are very prescriptive, reinforcing the end-state models idea in that an 
organisation is deemed sustainable once all activities are undertaken. 
A second stream of literature presents the practice of sustainability as driven by business outcomes.  
The business case literature claims that having a sustainability strategy should have positive 
business outcomes.  By relating sustainability to risk management, corporate image, legitimacy, 
competitive advantage (Ko & Liu, 2017; Walsh & Dodds, 2017), and cost reduction (Ambec & 
Lanoie, 2008), the argument is expected to resonate with businesses as it enables them to expect 
improved financial outcomes (Banerjee, 2011).  Therefore, practising sustainability is thus reduced 
to transactional calculations.  The major debate entails trying to create positive social and economic 
impacts without diminishing businesses’ financial results.  It appears that this literature does not 
extensively research the specific activities associated with implementing a sustainability strategy for 
these ends. 
The third stream of literature looks at the practice of sustainability.  Three components of this third 
stream are identifiable: The first examines the sustainable activities that managers are currently 
performing using research based on the triple bottom-line model (Elkington, 1997).  The second 
component uses research based on the natural resource-based view of the firm (Hart, 1995; Hart & 
Dowell, 2011).  The research separates these two components because the first is a more inclusive 
model than the second is.  The third component looks at the activities associated with the 
institutionalisation of a sustainability strategy. 
The triple bottom line and its variant, the natural resource-based view of the firm (Hart, 1995; Hart 
& Dowell, 2011), dominate the empirical literature into the practice of sustainability.  As previously 
explained, the triple bottom line framework has three dimensions: economic prosperity, 
environmental quality and social equity (Elkington, 1997).  The natural resource-based view model 
concentrates specifically on the environmental quality of the triple bottom line, by breaking it down 
into pollution prevention, product stewardship, and sustainable development (Hart, 1995; Hart & 
Dowell, 2011).  Unfortunately, by using these previously formulated frameworks, research into 
sustainability is predetermined and prescribed, masking the reality of how managers practice it.  
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These predetermined sustainability models assume all activities can be sorted and classified 
according to the sustainability dimensions, resulting in the complex, multi-faceted and 
interconnected nature of sustainability being ignored (Gladwin et al., 1995a; Hahn, Preuss, Pinkse, 
& Figge, 2014; Starik & Rands, 1995) possibly rendering many activities difficult to classify.  
Further, much of this literature groups the activities into themes, such as waste management, social 
justice programmes and environmental management, without articulating the tangible activities that 
make up the practice. 
Each of these three dominant literature streams, in various ways, overlooks the reality of managers’ 
practising sustainability through routine activities.  For example, using classifications of 
engagement practices, human rights practices, and environmental practices (Erdiaw-Kwasie, Alam, 
& Shahiduzzaman, 2017) does not provide any details of the activities involved.  Through this brief 
literature appraisal, there are opportunities to research the practice of sustainability in organisations 
by examining the often-ignored activities as managers and employees incorporate sustainability into 
their daily routines.  Further, while the Organisation and Natural Environment (ONE) literature 
focuses markedly on examining the links between the economy and the environment, it largely 
ignores the actions that produce social equity (Dyllick & Muff, 2015).  Overall, extant literature 
does not comprehensively document the breadth of activities involved when organisations practice 
sustainability.  Therefore, this thesis concerns itself with unpacking the activities associated with 
the practice of sustainability. 
1.3.2 Problem, Purpose, and Research Question for this Study  
With managers attempting to practise a phenomenon that is complex, multifaceted and ill-defined 
(Robinson, 2004; Starik & Rands, 1995), practical and positive actions are expected (World 
Commission of Environment and Development, 1987).  In unpacking the complexities of the 
practice of sustainability, there can be a disassociation between the conceptual representation of 
sustainability and its practice.  With a lack of conceptual clarity, abetted by sustainability being 
constructed of three dimensions, an array of differing policies, practices and activities (Banerjee, 
2008) have all been labelled as ‘being sustainable’.  This is evident in current practices often 
appearing to be superficial, ad hoc and of great variety (Collins, Roper, & Lawrence, 2010; Hawn & 
Ioannou, 2016; Revell, Stokes, & Chen, 2010; Williams & Schaefer, 2013).  Also evident is a 
diverse set of views about whether the concept of sustainability is anthropocentric or ecocentric 
(Byrch, Kearins, Milne, & Morgan, 2007; Byrch, Milne, Morgan, & Kearins, 2015; Hahn et al., 
2014).  The literature either treats these differing views as irrelevant or overlooks that sustainability 
can be practised in more than one way. 
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It is timely to remember that, because managers make decisions about the strategic and operational 
direction of organisations (Hambrick & Mason, 1984), how they understand sustainability 
influences the activities associated with it.  Therefore, it makes sense to research the activities and 
everyday routines of managers who practise it.  This aspect of sustainability research thus, “…too 
important to mankind not to be thoroughly grounded in reality, rather than philosophical, theoretical 
and conceptual foundations” (Høgevold & Svensson, 2012: 149).  In other words, the theoretical 
and empirical research into sustainability (Sharma, 2002) should extend to cover the manager’s 
practice of sustainability. 
This leads to the research question of: How do managers practise sustainability? 
This research examines, both theoretically and practically, the perspectives of managers who must 
balance the three dimensions of sustainability to practise it.  This research into practice responds to 
the calls to understand thoroughly the “hearts and minds” of managers (Gladwin et al., 1995a: 899), 
and the link between the individual managers’ understanding of sustainability and how it is 
practised (Gladwin et al., 1995a; Hemingway & Maclagan, 2004; Salzmann, Ionescu-Somers, & 
Steger, 2005).  As previously explained, the literature predominantly overlooks or incompletely 
studies the practice of sustainability.  With this study being concerned about the practice of 
sustainability and the activities that comprise it, practice theories can be used to explain the 
phenomenon. 
Practice theories are a theoretical lens where a person’s understanding of a social phenomenon is 
expressed through their activities and how the activities are ordered (Rouse, 2007: Schatzki, 2012).  
By examining organisations’ sustainability activities, we can unpack the “black box” (Howard-
Grenville, 2006, 46) how their managers practise and understand it. 
Qualitative research into sustainability has been directed at the individual firm level and at specific 
industries such as oil and gas (Sharma, 2000; Sharma & Vredenburg, 1998), forestry (Bansal, 
2005), and chemical industries (Christmann, 2000; Hoffman, 1999).  Thus, the majority of research 
applies to so-called ‘dirty’ industries (Etzion, 2007) overlooking many others, such as the restaurant 
industry.  The restaurant industry is largely composed of small, individual organisations, with some 
large chains like McDonald’s or international hotels making up the rest of the industry.  However, 
when aggregated, these individual organisations have significant economic, social and 
environmental impacts.  Further, with the advent of the television chef, this industry is becoming 
glamourised and influential in leading new food trends (Gomez & Bouty, 2011; Svejenova, Mazza, 
& Planellas, 2007). 
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1.4 Structure of Thesis  
This thesis consists of six chapters, including this introductory chapter.  The first half of this 
Chapter One introduces the background, research problem and research question in the first section 
of this chapter, what follows outlines the structure of the remaining thesis. 
Chapter 2 reviews and discusses the pertinent literature on the practice of sustainability from the 
mainstream organisations and sustainability body of work.  It starts by briefly reiterating the 
problem, followed by examining the three literature streams that comprise current knowledge of the 
practice of sustainability.  The first stream considers the various end-state and stage models of an 
idealised sustainable organisation.  The second stream examines business-driven sustainability 
arguing a business case for incorporating sustainability, as there is an assumption that the inclusion 
sustainability activities must affect business and financial performance positively.  The third, and 
final, stream of literature explores the current practice of sustainability identifying the sustainability 
activities and processes that businesses currently perform, either by taking a triple bottom line or the 
natural resource-based approach. 
Chapter 3 describes practice theory as an alternative but little-used approach in the organisation and 
natural environment literature to researching sustainability.  This chapter outlines practice theory 
generally before presenting a more detailed account of the components of Schatzki’s practice 
approach used in this study.  Taking this approach means examining the everyday routine 
sustainability activities by which managers practise sustainability.  Adopting Schatzki’s practice 
approach allows this research to elucidate how the selection and performance of activities are 
organised into specific (managerial) ways of practising and understanding sustainability.   
Chapter 4 explains the research design where I combine Schatzki’s practice approach with 
phenomenography to gain a unique perspective of the practice of sustainability.  The rationale for 
selecting the restaurant industry as the research focus is based on the argument that this industry has 
significant economic, natural environmental and social impacts.  Owing to challenges associated 
with this research.  I use two data collection and analysis phases.  During Phase 1, semi-structured 
interviews are conducted with 25 executive chefs and managers to determine the sustainability 
activities performed in their restaurants.  After data are collected and analysed in Phase One, Phase 
Two entails returning to seven restaurants to collect observational data to support and extend the 
interview data.  The chapter finishes by establishing the credibility and validity of the research. 
Chapter 5 presents the results of this study.  The chapter starts by describing the world of 
sustainable restaurants as a background to show that restaurants are engaging with sustainability in 
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their own way by responding to matters relevant to that industry.  While the themes are reflective of 
the mainstream sustainability literature, restaurants do emphasis some over others.  After providing 
the background, Chapter 5 presents this study’s results showing five distinct ways in which 
restaurant managers practise sustainability.  I describe the five ways of practice by presenting 
relevant interview extracts and observational and field note data.  The chapter finishes by 
explaining why variations possibly occur between the different ways of practising sustainability. 
Chapter 6 involves discussion and conclusions with an emphasis on the theoretical and practical 
contributions of this study.  I explain how managers practise sustainability, both theoretically and 
pragmatically, in different ways within their firms and other organisations.  The four features of this 
explanation are described in detail.  Attention is also given to this study’s theoretical contributions 
and practical implications.  The chapter concludes with the limitations of the study and the 
opportunities for future research. 
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Chapter 2 
How Managers Practise Sustainability 
 
2.1 Introduction 
Chapter 1 explained the problems associated with understanding sustainability because it has been 
referred to and practised vaguely, flexibly and superficially (Gladwin et al., 1995a; Hahn et al., 
2014; Robinson, 2004).  The lack of information about the practice of sustainability leads to the 
research question:  How do managers practise sustainability?  In response, this chapter reviews the 
general organisation and natural environment literature on the dominant representations of the 
practice of sustainability, rather than restricting it to one industry, and finds weaknesses in these 
accounts.  I then demonstrate how using a practice theory approach will overcome some of these 
shortcomings. 
To recap, managers are attempting to implement sustainability, which generally is represented as 
dimensions of the economy, the environment and society (Elkington, 1997).  Nevertheless, when 
managers implement sustainability, they instigate its activities variously with wide dissimilarly due 
to difficulties emanating from its lack of conceptual clarity.  This is caused by many managers 
being swayed by their organisation’s inconsistent strategies and being left to derive a type of 
sustainability that they feel best suits them.  There is reason to believe that there are different ways 
of practising sustainability based on research exposing multiple understandings of sustainability 
(Byrch, Kearins, Milne, & Morgan, 2007; Byrch, Milne, Morgan, & Kearins, 2015; Tregidga, 
Milne, & Kearins, 2015). 
Three streams of the organisation and natural environment literature indicate what activities 
managers include in their sustainability practices.  The first intends  to guide managers in 
sustainability implementation and the phases through which organisations progress through to 
achieve its ideal; the second relates the impact that sustainability activities have upon the 
organisation; and the third empirically examines how organisations currently practise it.  Most of 
this literature uses the triple bottom line (that is, economic prosperity, environment quality and 
society equity) model to determine both the ideal sustainable organisation and the research agenda.  
The dominance of this model has effectively established it as sustainability’s big theory. 
I never thought that the staff would be this important to me.  But 
working with people is the most exciting part of my life.  To cook 
based on values that have been handed down to you in a school or 
inspired by a mentor gives you great satisfaction. 
Christian F. Puglisi, Relæ, 2014, p. 31 
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The rest of Chapter 2 is structured as follows.  Section 2.2 overviews what the literature regards a 
sustainable organisation to be and how sustainability should be practised.  The models provided 
guide managers on what an ideal organisation ought to be and how managers can implement 
activities in stages to fulfil that ideal.  Section 2.3discusses how the literature links the practice of 
sustainability to non-financial and financial organisational outcomes and shows how the literature 
on sustainability is focused solely on positive business outcomes.  Section 2.4 reviews the empirical 
literature on current sustainability practices in relation to the triple bottom line and the natural 
resource-based view of the firm models.  Section 2.5 concludes by summarising the current theories 
that underlie sustainability, their ramifications, and limitations.  This literature review will show 
how examining the practice of sustainability is avoided by those who adhere to predetermined 
prescriptive sustainability models dominated by the triple bottom line and its variations.  This 
review works positively by allowing this thesis to introduce practice theory in Section 2.6 as an 
alternative theoretical lens to overcome current research deficiencies. 
2.2 The “Ideal” Sustainable Organisation 
Sustainability development was initially defined as “a form … of development that meets the needs 
of the present without compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own needs” 
(WCED, 1987: 8).  In the early literature, sustainability was used loosely and commonly framed by 
the triple bottom line dimensions of economic, social and environmental accountability (Byrch et 
al., 2007; Elkington, 1997; Hannon & Callaghan, 2011; Parliamentary Commissioner for the 
Environment, 2002) (see preceding chapter).  Without a broad consensus about how sustainability 
was defined (Dunlap & Van Liere, 1978; Dunlap, Van Liere, Mertig, & Jones, 2000), researchers 
worked harder to determine the features of a sustainable organisation resulting in prescribed lists of 
expected activities. 
When this type of a prescriptive approach questions how something should be, and how it is best 
practised, the practices become rules to follow (Dawson, 1994; Tsang, 1997).  Therefore, within 
this literature, the questions arose: How should managers understand sustainability? How should 
organisations practise sustainability? The ‘should’ argument implies that set of directives which, if 
carefully followed, will achieve an end state of ‘being sustainable’. 
The rationale of this prescriptive literature is that implementing sustainability is akin to a journey 
(Milne, Kearins, & Walton, 2006) with a predetermined destination (Dyllick & Muff, 2015; Roome 
& Louche, 2016).  The literature attempts to explain what this end looks like by describing the ideal 
sustainable organisation or through mapping the stages of the journey by providing clear 
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organisational practices at each stage.  What follows is a brief review of this literature that describes 
sustainability in an ideal organisation. 
2.2.1 End State Modelling:  The Predetermined Destination  
The early literature on sustainability was intent on challenging and changing the underlying 
assumptions of where business sits within society and the environment.  The objective was to offer 
an alternative from the traditional economic anthropocentric view to a biophysical ecocentric 
perspective (Gladwin et al., 1995a).  This responded to concerns expressed about species loss 
(Carson, 1963), resource limits (Meadows et al., 2005) and environmental degradation (Hawken, 
1993; Leopold, 1966).  It was saying that business has a role to play in protecting the environment 
and advancing society for future generations. 
A variety of predetermined prescriptive models were presented around the integration of the natural 
environment into business through scientific principles of waste, natural resources and energy 
consumption (Gladwin et al., 1995a).  A fundamental change to how an organisation should be 
managed based on different values, objectives and activities was described, reconfiguring the 
organisation’s structures, strategies, systems and processes to decrease environmentally destruction 
substantially (Shrivastava, 1995a).  Further, shifting from the traditional anthropocentric view 
(Catton Jr & Dunlap, 1980; Dunlap & Van Liere, 1978) should not occur only in organisations.  
Whole industries, society and individuals needed to change behaviours (Starik & Rands, 1995). 
These early models acknowledge that the relationships between these entities of society are 
complex and thus making any change difficult (Starik & Rands, 1995). 
Nevertheless, this previous literature at least opened a conversation that remains relevant and 
significant 20 years later. What the accepted predetermined end state models predict about how a 
sustainable organisation should look like, are designed to challenge managers’ decisions about how 
they should implement sustainability in their organisations.  Unfortunately, the architects of these 
models assume managers of organisations have the motivation, knowledge, and the ability to 
recreate themselves according to these prescriptions.  Implementation problems arise as the 
architects of these new ecocentric business models provide insufficient guidance on what practices 
to follow to achieve this new end state. 
With the specific practices required for a sustainability strategy being imprecise, the literature began 
to guide managers using new models to prescribe each development stage clearly (Roome & 
Louche, 2016).  What follows discusses these staged models. 
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2.3 Stage Models of Sustainability  
Stage models prescribing distinct stages for implementing a sustainability strategy occupy a major 
theoretical research stream (Dunphy et al., 2014; Dyllick & Muff, 2015; Hunt & Auster, 1990; 
Landrum, 2017).  They provide useful checklists (Dunphy, Griffiths, & Benn, 2003; Dunphy et al., 
2014; Dunphy, Griffiths, & Benn, 2007) of activities that might be adopted to progress the 
organisation towards an idealistic sustainable state (Roome & Louche, 2016).  Once one stage has 
been fulfilled, the next becomes the objective.  Although some of the earlier models were vague in 
what they recommended (Hunt & Auster, 1990; Roome, 1992), later models became specific 
(Dunphy et al., 2003; Dunphy et al., 2014; Dunphy et al., 2007). 
For some models the first stage is rejection (Dunphy et al., 2003; Dunphy et al., 2014; Maon, 
Lindgreen, & Swaen, 2010), non-compliance (Roome, 1992), or no ambition (van Marrewijk & 
Werre, 2003) with organisations denying the existence of environmental and social problems and, 
therefore, rejecting any responsibility to engage with or provide solutions.  Others start with 
accepting of engagement with society and the environment with the first stage labelled as Reactive 
(Winsemius & Guntram, 1992), Beginner (Adams, Jeanrenaud, Bessant, Denyer, & Overy, 2015; 
Hunt & Auster, 1990), Ad Hoc (Cagnin, Loveridge, & Butler, 2005), or Legal Compliance 
(Landrum, 2017; Ormazabal, Rich, Sarriegi, & Viles, 2016).  In all models studied, the end state is 
an ideal sustainability presented variously as The Proactivist (Hunt & Auster, 1990; Winsemius & 
Guntram, 1992), Holistic Life System (van Marrewijk & Werre, 2003), The Sustaining Organisation 
(Dunphy et al., 2003; Dunphy et al., 2014; Dunphy et al., 2007), Transforming (Cagnin et al., 2005; 
Maon et al., 2010), and Leading Green Company (Ormazabal et al., 2016; Roome, 1992). 
Unfortunately, stage models remain largely theoretical (Roome & Louche, 2016), with little 
research describing how practices become firmly established in the everyday practice of 
sustainability. 
2.3.1 Reflection of the “Ideal” Sustainable Organisation Concept and its models 
While prescribed end-state models assume that organisations can instantaneously change to being 
sustainable (Gladwin et al., 1995a; Shrivastava, 1995a), they do not clearly direct, as stage models 
do, how to reach this ideal end, despite recognising the complexities of sustainability.  Stage models 
improve the end-state models by structuring sustainability activities into stages of implementation 
(Milne et al., 2006).  The initial focus is usually on the easier activities to change (picking the ‘low 
hanging fruit’) (Tregidga et al., 2015; Walley & Whitehead, 1994) to motivate organisations to 
implement initiatives that are more difficult to achieve.  Stage models also recognise that 
incorporating sustainability into organisations is complex with multiple dimensions to be 
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considered carefully prior to implementation (Colby, 1991).  Although stage models present clear, 
distinctive stages to guide organisations, little is known of their success in practice. 
The majority of models focusing on ideal sustainable organisations provide “a broad identification 
of general trends versus a detailed description of reality” (Kolk & Mauser, 2002: 23).  It is this 
‘detailed description of reality’ that continues to be mysterious, especially concerning 
organisations’ day-to-day practices of sustainability.  The argument that I will offer later in this 
chapter is that the practice of sustainability differs from the models and definitions of sustainability 
as represented in literature.  What are the foundations of these models of sustainability?  They 
appear to be built on a fundamentally common definition of sustainability that balances economic, 
societal and environmental dimensions (Tregidga et al., 2015).  The stage models show that 
something can evolve from being not sustainable to being fully sustainable.  What they fail to show 
is the many different interpretations of what sustainability is (Byrch et al., 2007; Byrch et al., 2015).  
These views of sustainability, though valuable, leave “unexplored questions about what it is firms 
are actually doing in response to social misery (and environmental degradation2)” (Margolis & 
Walsh, 2003).  The next section will examine the literature on whether incorporating the practice of 
sustainability is good or bad for business performance. 
2.4 Business-Driven Sustainability 
Even though researchers and sustainability advocates may have attempted to increase its acceptance 
and practice, they also targeted the business community by emphasising how organisations benefit 
by following sustainability principles and practices both strategically and operationally.  
Nevertheless, most organisations are predominantly concerned about the financial returns of 
becoming sustainable and whether it pays to be green (Ambec & Lanoie, 2008) with much research 
advising whether being sustainable is good or bad for business.  Significant literature is devoted to 
providing a business case rationale for businesses devising a sustainability strategy to convince 
managers of its social and environmental value (Carroll & Shabana, 2010; Dyllick & Hockerts, 
2002; Marsden, 2000; Schaltegger, Lüdeke-Freund, & Hansen, 2012). 
2.4.1 Business Case for Sustainability 
Such business case arguments vary from listing simplistic advantages and disadvantages (Cohen, 
1996; Davis, 1973) to more complex reasoning.  The most basic concern is that the business is 
viable in the long term (de Geus, 1997; Springett, 2003) and whether sustainability activities will 
improve profit (Székely & Knirsch, 2005) by increasing revenue or reducing cost (Ambec & 
                                                 
2 Author’s insertion 
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Lanoie, 2008).  Reasoning that is more complex specifies ethical and economic values related to the 
environment and society rather than pitting business against society (Bansal & Roth, 2000; Loucks, 
Martens, & Cho, 2010).  Such reasoning might involve risk management (Shrivastava, 1995a), 
improving business reputation (Dimitrov & Davey, 2011), gaining legitimacy (Bansal & Roth, 
2000), avoiding further regulation (Azzone & Bertelè, 1994; Davis, 1973; Holmes, 1976; Sharma & 
Vredenburg, 1998), and increasing business competitive advantage (Dechant & Altman, 1994; 
Porter & Kramer, 2006). 
Accomplishing increased profits through a sustainability strategy are achievable through a variety 
of means.  Developing new markets and products to solve social and environmental problems, 
particularly when organisations’ are influenced by either their green purchasing policies or 
individuals being attracted to green products is one way (Ambec & Lanoie, 2008; Davis, 1973; 
Hockerts, 2015; Revell et al., 2010).  Other ways include lowering labour costs through progressive 
human resource policies and practices increases employee satisfaction and aids in their retention 
(Angus-Leppan et al., 2010; Hockerts, 2015) and improving efficient use of inputs.  Lower costs 
can also occur through managing material, energy and service inputs (Sharma & Vredenburg, 
1998), and through developing efficiencies in processing (Revell et al., 2010).  Business efficiencies 
do result when waste is reduced and managed sustainably by reducing resource consumption, 
having waste minimisation programmes, and reusing waste where possible (Ambec & Lanoie, 
2008).  While recycling is common practice, it does not necessarily improve efficiencies and is 
usually a business cost.  
This business case for sustainability argument takes an organisation-centric view to explain whether 
sustainable strategies are good for business.  In many respects, this view has appropriated the 
earliest organisation and natural environment research thrust, with its intention to promote an 
alternative perspective of businesses connection to society and the environment.  The current 
business case argument, instead, seeks an ecocentric appeal by reframing how sustainability can 
enhance business outcomes.  Some research continues to support a shift away from “an 
organization-centric to an organization-and-society (-and-environment3) view” (Kurucz, Colbert, & 
Wheeler, 2008: 103), although it is limited. Alternative, ethics-based arguments also exist (Margolis 
& Walsh, 2003).  However, arguing that ‘It is the right thing to do’ (Bansal & Roth, 2000; Stubbs & 
Cocklin, 2008), or for enlightened self-interest (Davis, 1973) are largely absent from current 
business case discussions.  This occurs despite many small to medium-sized enterprises deliberately 
                                                 
3 Author’s insertion 
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choosing a sustainability strategy based on moral and personal reasons (Castka, Balzarova, Bamber, 
& Sharp, 2004). 
Despite many alternative arguments rationalising why businesses should engage in social and 
environmental responsibility, the business case for sustainability research has been driven by 
economic reductionism, particularly from business schools.  Consequently, much research 
prioritises financial implications of businesses’ environmental or social agendas.  This literature 
occupies next sub-section. 
2.4.2 Financial Outcomes 
Investigating whether having a sustainability strategy positively or negatively influences an 
organisation’s financial performance remains a strong research theme.  As summarised by Margolis 
and Walsh “The now 30-year search for an association between CSP (corporate social performance) 
and CFP (corporate financial performance) reflects the enduring question to find a persuasive 
business case for social initiatives” (2003: 273).  Ten years later, investigating the effect social and 
environmental performance has on financial outcomes remains integral to sustainability research 
(Linnenluecke & Griffiths, 2013).  Focusing solely on maximising profit simplifies businesses’ 
understanding of sustainability’s reducing the complexity of sustainability models to an economic 
dimension (Hahn et al., 2014). If researchers reduce the business case in this way, they will be 
challenged to understand the effect business can have on social and environmental issues. 
Three possible relationships between  financial and sustainability performance are presented as 1) 
environmental practices improve financial performance, 2) positive financial performance changes 
sustainability activities, or 3) they work cooperatively (Preston & O'Bannon, 1997).  Results into 
how they relate remains mixed.  Some show that corporate sustainability and corporate financial 
performance relate positively (Albertini, 2013; Ameer & Othman, 2012; Margolis & Walsh, 2003; 
Orlitzky, Schmidt, & Rynes, 2003).  Others show inconsistent and contradictory results (Mattingly, 
2015) in that the results are inconclusive because the method of determining them (Albertini, 2013; 
Orlitzky et al., 2003) or the measurement tools are inadequate (Montiel & Delgado-Ceballos, 2014). 
2.4.3 Reflection on Business-Driven Sustainability 
While dominating research, using a business case logic has reduced the assessment of sustainability 
to whether it is good or bad for business, with sustainability becoming the “‘smart’ thing to do” for 
economic reasons (Stubbs & Cocklin, 2008: 113). Research is now so strongly influenced by the 
business psyche that few other options for research is countenanced (Hockerts, 2015).  Remaining 
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largely ignored are alternative, non-economic arguments that propose other potential reasons for an 
organisation’s sustainability practice (Hahn et al., 2014). 
Also problematic is that the financial literature defines sustainability vaguely, and measures its 
performance without necessarily relating it to how organisations practise it.  Reducing sustainability 
to how it positively or negatively enhances financial results downplays the importance of how 
business affects the natural environment and society.  The logical conclusion is that if sustainability 
does not enhance business performance, we should not worry about the environment and society.  If 
this being the case, linking nature’s contribution to human well-being and existence is ignored and 
remains in the anthropocentric paradigm that the earliest sustainability literature was denouncing 
(Gladwin et al., 1995a; Shrivastava, 1995b; Starik & Rands, 1995).  The business case arguments, 
therefore, have manipulated managers’ understanding of sustainability to a business-centric 
perspective rather than changing the orthodoxy, which the early literature intended.  Through 
relating sustainability to business and financial performance, this stream of literature hides the 
works of managers who advocate sustainable outcomes as important to everyday operations. 
2.5 The Current Practice of Sustainability 
So far, I have found the literature to be either prescriptive or based on a transactional economic 
view of sustainability with its focus on business profit-making, while missing important subtleties 
of its day-to-day practice.  There is increasing research into the growth of organisations 
implementing and practising sustainability and, accordingly, proclaiming their commitment to 
environmental management (Banerjee & Bonnefous, 2011), green product marketing (Parry, 2012), 
sustainability reporting (Higgins, Milne, & van Gramberg, 2015), and environmental certifications 
(Boiral, 2007; González‐Benito & González‐Benito, 2005).  I note though, the organisation and 
natural environment literature tends to varyingly categorise sustainability practices as tools (Klewitz 
& Hansen, 2014), innovations (Klewitz & Hansen, 2014), or does not specify the activities involved 
(Hawn & Ioannou, 2016; Randel, 2002; Vidal, Kozak, & Hansen, 2015).  While Randel (2002) 
describes sustainability practices as repeated actions that encourage and reinforce sustainability 
within an organisation. 
Nevertheless, as discussed earlier in this chapter and Chapter 1, the practice of sustainability is 
structured generically and loosely using various models, the most dominant being the triple bottom 
line approach (Elkington, 1997; WCED, 1987) and its three dimensions: economic prosperity, 
environmental quality and social equality.  This means of framing sustainability provides a 
straightforward alternative to studies that loosely speak of sustainability without clarifying the 
activities associated with it (Delmas, Etzion, & Nairn-Birch, 2013; Howard-Grenville, 2006: 
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Linnenlueke, Russell, & Griffiths, 2009; Revell et al, 2010: Tilley, 1999; Upward & Jones, 2016; 
Vidal et al, 2015).  Others fall short because they designate aggregated activities as strategies 
(Banerjee & Bonnefous, 2011; Dyllick & Muff, 2015), programmes (Küpers, 2011; Stubbs, 
Higgins, & Milne, 2013), policies (Harris, 2007), principles (Fenwick, 2007), or initiatives (Winn & 
Pogutz, 2013).  An additional sustainability model is the natural resource-based view of the firm 
(Hart, 1995; Hart & Dowell, 2011), while confining research to environmental issues only, is also 
used to examine current sustainability practices.  Also worth considering is the research into the 
greening process that normalises sustainability activities within what organisations practise 
(Linnenluecke & Griffiths, 2013).  Therefore, I confined the literature that underlies this thesis’s 
research to the practice of environmental quality and social equity, the natural resources-based view 
of the firm and related practices (Hart, 1995), and the practice of the greening process. 
2.5.1 The Practice of Environmental Quality and Social Equity 
While the triple bottom line model, as previously explained, consists of three dimensions, this sub-
section reviews the literature pertinent to two of its three dimensions (Elkington, 1997), as research 
conducted into organisations’ economic results was examined earlier in this chapter.  Emphasis is, 
therefore, placed on detailing how organisations’ practice of environmental quality and social 
equity. 
Environmental Quality 
Environmental quality measures “the condition of an environment, relative to the requirements of 
one or more species and/or to any human need” (Johnson, 1997: 586).  The literature see the 
practices conducive with environment quality as determined by seven organisational properties: 
physical environment, energy use, management practices, procurement of goods, products and 
production, waste management, and water use (Bansal & Roth, 2000; Eweje, 2011; Revell, Stokes, 
& Chen, 2010; Stubbs & Cocklin, 2008; Williams & Schaefer, 2013).  The literature on 
sustainability practices associated with an organisation’s physical environment is sparse.  One 
practice is to develop on-site wildlife gardens to improve the environment and reduce the bad 
effects of climate change (Williams & Schaefer, 2013), thus providing employees and communities 
with a more natural environment and enhancing human well-being. 
Improving energy use applies either to sourcing alternative renewable energy forms, or reducing it.  
Purchasing ‘green’ energy or aspiring to self-generating electricity using wind or solar were only 
vaguely mentioned in the literature (Williams & Schaefer, 2013).  It focuses more on increasing 
energy efficiency by turning off or using natural lighting, installing natural or recycled insulation 
and technology that automatically turns off lights and equipment when not being used (Williams & 
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Schaefer, 2013).  Practices to reduce fossil fuels consumption include sourcing local products, 
purchasing alternative or dual-fuelled vehicles, car-sharing schemes, and encouraging staff to walk 
and cycle (Williams & Schaefer, 2013). 
I identify a number of emerging practices (Sharma & Vredenburg, 1998) related to the environment 
and associated with managing business at the strategic, policy-making level where managers 
prepare to change to operational activities (Bansal & Roth, 2000; Henriques & Sadorsky, 1999; 
Ramus & Steger, 2000).  These practices are described varyingly as environmental planning 
(Hofmann, Theyel, & Wood, 2012), establishing environmental policies (Battisti & Perry, 2011; 
Ramus & Steger, 2000; Revell et al., 2010; Schreck, 2011), making and measuring environmental 
targets (Jenkins, 2006; Williams & Schaefer, 2013), and implementing assessing and auditing tools 
(Bansal & Roth, 2000; Battisti & Perry, 2011; Brammer, Hoejmose, & Marchant, 2012; Collins et 
al., 2010). 
Managing sourcing and procuring of goods and services involves complying with environmental 
policies and standards, as part of formal contractual arrangements and tracking suppliers’ 
environmental claims (Williams & Schaefer, 2013).  These practices involve gaining the 
environmental benefits from buying local, renewable, recycled and eco-friendly products (Bansal & 
Roth, 2000; Brammer et al., 2012; Kearins, Collins, & Tregidga, 2010; Millar & Russell, 2011; 
Revell & Blackburn, 2007; Stubbs & Cocklin, 2008; Williams & Schaefer, 2013).  Sourcing and 
purchasing agricultural products more specifically focuses on land management practices to 
conserve wildlife habitat, soil, water, and energy, and reduce pesticides (Pullman, Maloni, & Carter, 
2009).  Pullman (2009) adds that human resource practices were also important when considering 
sustainable sourcing. 
The practices identified with managing production and final products comprise of designing for the 
environment (Bansal & Roth, 2000), making durable products, preventing consumer waste (Kearins 
et al., 2010), and applying easy-to-dismantle design features with fewer, more accessible parts 
(Millar & Russell, 2011).  On the production side, practices focus on reengineering environmentally 
damaging processes and materials to reduce harmful chemicals (Jenkins, 2006; Ramus & Steger, 
2000) and assessing if the inputs and processes are environmentally sustainable (Ramus & Steger, 
2000).  Reducing the quantity of non-recyclable packaging and lighter packaged goods to reduce 
transport costs are also process improvements (Brammer et al., 2012; Kearins et al., 2010; Millar & 
Russell, 2011; Stubbs & Cocklin, 2008). 
Managing waste is an important function that organisations have changed, with its main practice of 
implementing waste management plans to reduce, reuse or recycle materials (Eweje, 2011).  
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However, research suggests reducing an organisation’s carbon footprint without explaining how to 
achieve it (see Eweje, 2011; Revell et al., 2010; Williams & Schaefer, 2013).  These authors do 
specify reducing and recycling plastic, paper and metal, and repurposing waste materials either by 
composting (Williams & Schaefer, 2013), or transfering it as a resource to another organisations 
(Eweje, 2011; Williams & Schaefer, 2013).  Reducing pollution emissions (Jenkins, 2006; Millar & 
Russell, 2011; Schreck, 2011; Stubbs & Cocklin, 2008) and hazardous waste (Millar & Russell, 
2011) are other forms of waste management. 
Water-related practices focus on reducing consumption and harvesting rain water, installing taps 
that automatically turn off, remanufacturing production processes to use less water, and providing 
water-filtering systems to replace bottled water (Williams & Schaefer, 2013). 
Social Equity 
Social equity applies to the people aspect of the triple bottom line.  Social practices are those 
activities of organisations “that benefit societal groups or stakeholders other than shareholders and 
go beyond both the economic function of the organization…and what is required from the 
organization bylaws and regulations” (Santana, 2015: 764).  Stakeholders therefore refers to an 
organisation’s employees, customers, suppliers, and community (Donaldson & Preston, 1995; 
Stubbs & Cocklin, 2008). 
While employees have certain legislated rights and responsibilities, treating them better than what is 
the legal minimum contributes to developing a better, loyal workforce (Condon, 2004).  While 
legislation may differ in each country, organisations could provide education, health and well-being 
services, and respond to local social issues.  For sustainability to be an orthodoxy of organisational 
culture, staff need to be trained in its practice (Brammer et al., 2012; Collins et al., 2010; Eweje, 
2011; Hawn & Ioannou, 2016; Henriques & Sadorsky, 1999; Hofmann et al., 2012; Jenkins, 2006; 
Lorenz, Gentile, & Wehner, 2016; Ramus & Steger, 2000; Williams & Schaefer, 2013).  These 
authors, unfortunately, do not specify what staff training involves as a guide for organisations. 
Health and well-being practices encompass both employees and their families and are described 
varyingly as stress management initiatives (Collins et al., 2010), generic health and well-being 
activities (Hawn & Ioannou, 2016; Millar & Russell, 2011; Revell et al., 2010), enhanced interior 
and exterior built environments (Eweje, 2011; Williams & Schaefer, 2013), and staff social events 
(Jenkins, 2006).  Family-friendly policies (Collins et al., 2010; Jenkins, 2006) and the provision of 
flexi-time (Collins et al., 2010; Jenkins, 2006; Revell et al., 2010) broaden these practices to include 
families.  Supporting employees voluntary work activities is also important to their personal well-
being (Lorenz et al., 2016; Millar & Russell, 2011; Santana, 2015). 
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Researchers describe practices that respond to social issues as hiring for diversity, especially 
disadvantaged groups (Collins et al., 2010; Jenkins, 2006; Millar & Russell, 2011; Revell et al., 
2010), being an equal opportunity employer (Revell et al., 2010; Schreck, 2011), and having a 
written code of ethics (Millar & Russell, 2011). 
Social equity practices acknowledge the importance of creating long-term customer relationships 
(Jenkins, 2006; Millar & Russell, 2011) because they provide quality, safe products with ample, 
transparent product information (Schreck, 2011).  Some producers, cognisant of ethical concerns, 
inform consumers about genetically modified food products and using stem cell research (Schreck, 
2011).  Two views are associated with marketing of ‘green’ products.  The first is ostensibly 
negative, that is, using an organisation’s environmental credentials for purely promotional purposes 
(Brammer et al., 2012; Collins et al., 2010), noting that eco-labelling is also used for consumer and 
promotional purposes (Bansal & Roth, 2000).  The second is obviously positive, that is, educating 
consumers through connecting them to the natural environment and the minimising of negative 
environmental outcomes (Kearins et al., 2010; Williams & Schaefer, 2013). 
Community engagement practices go beyond philanthropy4 to include purchasing local products 
(Kearins et al., 2010; Revell et al., 2010; Williams & Schaefer, 2013), employing from the local 
community (Jenkins, 2006; Revell et al., 2010), partnering with environmental groups (Brammer et 
al., 2012; Eweje, 2011; Fryxell & Lo, 2003; Santana, 2015), time banking (Jenkins, 2006), and 
revenue sharing (Stubbs & Cocklin, 2008).  Practices also specifically target young local people to 
provide opportunities for work experience, internships and mentoring (Jenkins, 2006; Revell et al., 
2010).  Collaborating with local environmental groups occurs when organisations volunteer labour 
and donations for environmental projects (Bansal & Roth, 2000; Kearins et al., 2010).  There may 
also be reciprocal practices when environmental groups collaborate with organisations to provide 
advisory services (Brammer et al., 2012; Eweje, 2011; Fryxell & Lo, 2003; Santana, 2015). 
Supplier practices associated with social equity are limited, unlike the discussion on suppliers and 
supply chain management under Environmental Quality in Sub-section 2.4.1.  The only practices 
were noted in the literature involve creating long-term relationships with suppliers and encouraging 
suppliers to become more socially responsible (Jenkins, 2006; Millar & Russell, 2011). 
 
 
                                                 
4 Philanthropy traditionally involves donations, sponsorship, pro bono services, and the provision of grants for research 
(Santana, 2015) to the wider community.  
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Economic Prosperity 
Much of the organisation and the natural environment practice literature focuses on environmental 
quality and, to a lesser extent, social equity, because a business achieving economic prosperity is 
elemental.  The economic or financial activities associated with being sustainable do not extend 
beyond those presented previously in Section 2.3.  The literature focuses widely on the more 
specific activities: reducing costs, increasing revenue, enhancing competitive advantage, mitigating 
risk, improving reputation, and avoiding regulations to emphasise the financial viability of the 
business. 
2.5.2 Natural Resource-Based View of the Firm and Related Practices 
Hart’s (1995) natural-resource-based approach to business extends Wernerfelt’s (1984) resource-
based view because the modification to include the natural environment creates competitive 
advantage through sustainability.  The new approach contains three stages to an organisation’s 
environmental development: pollution prevention, product stewardship and sustainable 
development.  It is expected that changing from pollution prevention to sustainable development 
will be sequential as businesses develop resources and capabilities through each level.  The 
following sustainability practices are identified in the literature. 
Pollution Prevention  
Pollution prevention describes “the use of materials, process, or practice that reduce, minimize, or 
eliminate the creation of pollutants or wastes at the source” (Berry & Rondinelli, 1998: 42).  
Practices associated with pollution prevention involve employees, energy use, procurement of 
goods and services, products design and production, managing water and waste.  Training 
employees and executives for environmental awareness and knowledge is an essential practice 
(Aragón-Correa, Hurtado-Torres, Sharma, & García-Morales, 2008; Mårtensson & Westerberg, 
2016).  Energy reduction practices include purchasing energy efficient equipment (Jenkin, 
McShane, & Webster, 2011; Kurapatskie & Darnall, 2013; Lucas, 2010; Sharma & Henriques, 
2005), as is improving energy efficiency (Kurapatskie & Darnall, 2013).  As mentioned previously, 
preventing pollution also involves installing energy-efficient lighting, insulating buildings, 
monitoring energy consumption, and reducing fuel consumption in transportation (see Sharma, 
2005). 
Designing or redesigning products and their production processes involve practices to use less 
environmentally harmful materials, reusing waste if possible, and reducing processing steps to 
eliminate emissions (Aragón-Correa et al., 2008; Christmann, 2000; Sharma & Henriques, 2005; 
Wisner et al., 2006). 
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Waste minimisation practices occur at the source (Kurapatskie & Darnall, 2013) by decreasing 
packaging and paper use (Cassells & Lewis, 2011; Jenkin et al., 2011; Lucas, 2010), and hazardous 
waste production (Kurapatskie & Darnall, 2013).  Reusing waste comprises developing saleable by-
products (Sharma & Henriques, 2005) and refurbishing equipment to prevent replacing it (Jenkin et 
al., 2011.  Reusing packaging is important if it cannot be eliminated (Cassells & Lewis, 2011; 
Lucas, 2010).  Additionally, recycling receives the greatest attention because such programmes 
reduce disposal in landfills (Aragón-Correa, 1998; Cassells & Lewis, 2011).  Common recyclable 
materials are paper, cardboard, glass, petroleum products and electronics (Christmann, 2000; 
Kurapatskie & Darnall, 2013; Sharma & Henriques, 2005).  To reduce air and water pollution, 
waste management means capturing and treating it before emission (Cassells & Lewis, 2011; 
Christmann, 2000) although I note that these authors do not describe what activities achieve this. 
Product Stewardship 
Once organisations have embraced pollution prevention practices, they can take the next step to 
product stewardship.  It integrates environmental concern with product design and manufacturing 
(Albertini, 2013; Hart, 1995) and thus focuses on the product itself, incorporating activities of 
reducing raw material inputs, redesigning products or creating eco-designs, getting ISO1400 
certified, and establishing environmental management systems.  Beyond designing and redesigning 
to remove hazardous materials and processes (Cassells & Lewis, 2011; Sharma & Henriques, 2005), 
the main practices associated with product stewardship are to design products for easy repair to 
extend their life, and straightforward disassembly for recycling after use (Cassells & Lewis, 2011; 
Sharma & Henriques, 2005).  Once product stewardship is achieved, the organisation has gained the 
resources and capabilities to progress to the sustainable development stage. 
Sustainable Development 
Hart’s (1995) original view of sustainable development was associated with separating degrading 
the environment from generating economic wealth in both developed and developing nations. While 
sustainable development may respond to issues of poverty, debt, population growth, food shortage 
and depleted resources (Hart, 1995) little research specifies the activities that would achieve such 
outcomes.  Hart (1995) focuses more on environmental outcomes while largely ignoring the social 
dimension of Elkington’s model of sustainability.  A few studies do include social activities of 
volunteering (Kurapatskie & Darnall, 2013) and sponsoring natural environment events (Aragón-
Correa, 1998; Lucas, 2010).  To overcome these shortcomings, Hart and Dowell (2011) modified 
the original natural resource-based view by exchanging sustainable development for clean 
technology and base-of-the-pyramid stages.  
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I outline this modification by Hart & Dowell (2011) as it relates to developing clean technology and 
the base-of-the-pyramid strategies.  Clean technology involves innovating technology to reduce the 
consumption of input materials and pollution (Hart & Dowell, 2011).  By commercialising it, 
businesses potentially have an alternative stream of income to their original product or service 
offering.  Implementing clean technology involves using or generating renewable energy, operating 
alternative-fuel vehicles, and carbon dioxide capture (Kurapatskie & Darnall, 2013).  However, 
clean technology practices can overlap with those of product stewardship, because designing and 
redesigning products for efficient resource use, and minimising environmental impacts could 
qualify as clean technology. 
A base of the pyramid strategy involves corporations examining their role “in alleviating poverty 
for the poorest of the world’s citizens” (Hart & Dowell, 2011: 1471) while also creating profit.  
Practices of this strategy are volunteering, providing goods and services to under-served markets, 
and recovering hazardous and toxic land (Kurapatskie & Darnall, 2013).  However, limited research 
proposes organisations evolve beyond the sustainable development strategy by completely 
redefining their business model (Fowler & Hope, 2007; Sharma & Henriques, 2005). 
2.5.3 The Practice of the Greening Process 
Beginning with two premises that sustainability is expected to become normalised within 
organisations, as concern for the environment and society is increasing, and that managers are not 
clearly guided about how to respond to that concern means that the ‘greening’ literature has 
flourished (Bansal, 2003; Dechant & Altman, 1994; Haugh & Talwar, 2010; Jennings & 
Zandbergen, 1995; Ormazabal et al., 2016; Papagiannakis, Voudouris, & Lioukas, 2014; Parry, 
2012).  However, while it concentrates on implementing sustainability into all levels of 
organisations (Dechant & Altman, 1994; Epstein & Roy, 2001), beyond this, some of it covers the 
role of leadership in the process (Thomas & Simerly, 1995), and how sustainability reporting 
communicates the change to stakeholders (Tregidga & Milne, 2006). 
The ‘greening’ literature can be broadly divided into two, with the first looking at the 
institutionalising of sustainability throughout the organisation. (Dechant & Altman, 1994; Epstein 
& Roy, 2001; Post & Altman, 1994).  The alternative literature takes an issues approach, by 
identifying what concerns society followed by how organisation should address each concern 
(Bansal, 2003; Roome & Louche, 2016).  The first takes a more universal view, with the 
expectation that any new concern can be managed within current structures, policies and procedures 
if they accommodate sustainability. The latter entails having to ascertain a response to each concern 
dependent on the level of effect each has on an organisation. 
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The approach relating to the first view means adapting standard business activities to include 
sustainability principles (Castka et al., 2004; Dechant & Altman, 1994; Haugh & Talwar, 2010; 
Ramus, 2002).  Integrating them is often incremental and exploratory before their becoming 
organisational orthodoxy (Parry, 2012; Post & Altman, 1994; Spence, 2007).  Such an approach 
removes the risks of expending high levels of commitment and resources amore radical extensive 
change would require.  Greening practices more broadly involve strategy adjustments to 
organisational missions, visions and values (Dechant & Altman, 1994), structures (Epstein & Roy, 
2001; Haugh & Talwar, 2010; Valente, 2015), policies and programmes (Martín-Peña, Díaz-
Garrido, & Sánchez-López, 2010; Ramus, 2002), employees (Haugh & Talwar, 2010), performance 
goal  and measurement (Maxwell, Rothenberg, Briscoe, & Marcus, 1997; Ramus, 2002), and 
managing stakeholder relationships (Bos-Brouwers, 2010; Castka et al., 2004; Crilly, Hansen, & 
Zollo, 2016).  This literature applies to implementing sustainability as standard practice rather than 
its daily activities.  For example, writing an environmental strategy does not necessarily indicate 
what activities the strategy is going to initiate. 
The second, issues-based approach, responds to sustainability problems by identifying what society 
is concerned about (Bansal, 2005; Roome & Louche, 2016).  The literature shows pollution control 
(Hart, 1995; Hart & Dowell, 2011; Jennings & Zandbergen, 1995; Shrivastava, 1995b), resource 
management (Meadows et al., 1972; Meadows et al., 2005), financial implications (Christmann, 
2000; Russo & Fouts, 1997; Wisner et al., 2006), social issues (Whiteman & Cooper, 2016) and 
climate change (Busch, 2011; Linnenluecke, Griffiths, & Winn, 2012) as being of societal concern. 
After initially identifying a salient concern, the process involves developing a response prior to 
making changes at the operational level.  Taking this approach is important as it promotes 
continually scanning to identify the next societal or environmental problem requiring an 
organisational response.  Once identified, a logical and proactive response is developed so that 
organisational activities can change.  However, organisations with this approach, could potentially 
select concerns based solely on those enhancing business, rather than responding to all social and 
environmental concerns (Castka et al., 2004).  However, two problems can arise with this approach.  
First, some sustainability issues may be analysed as not being pertinent enough to warrant a 
response and, therefore, ignored.  Second, is that societal concerns change over time, can be 
industry specific, and the level of importance fluctuates (Carroll, 1979).  The organisation is 
constantly in a state of modification as new concerns replace previous ones. 
2.5.4 Reflection on the Current Practice of Sustainability 
The current literature on sustainability shows that it primarily uses the triple bottom line model, 
Hart’s strategic natural resource-based view, or the ‘greening’ processes to present the practice of 
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sustainability.  On reflection, research remains tied to a pre-determined framing of sustainability, 
loosely based on the Brundtland Commission’s definition.  Also evident is no consensus on what 
activities managers undertake to achieve sustainability, thus revealing inconsistency.  For example, 
in the research, social equity practices are either largely ignored, are concerned with internal 
employee aspects only, or extend to include wider societal welfare problems (Randel, 2002). 
The triple bottom line model with its economic, environmental and social dimensions provides a 
comprehensive description of sustainability therefore is more dominant in researching the practice 
of sustainability.  Unfortunately, the early organisation and natural environment literature, using the 
triple bottom line approach, tended to focus on environmental quality leaving social equity concerns 
to be covered by a different literature stream.  Despite a later attempt to incorporate the social 
equity dimension (Eweje, 2011; Jenkins, 2006; Revell et al., 2010; Williams & Schaefer, 2013), this 
lack of integration of social concerns into the sustainability literature is notable (Dyllick & Muff, 
2015). 
Research using Hart’s (1995) natural resource-based view is thus limited when examining 
sustainability because it assumes that the environment is its singular dimension.  Practices 
associated with customers and suppliers are mentioned only in relation to any environmental impact 
throughout the supply chain (Mårtensson & Westerberg, 2016), while staff training is in relation to 
internal environmental policies (Aragón-Correa et al., 2008; Kurapatskie & Darnall, 2013; 
Mårtensson & Westerberg, 2016).  With Hart’s (1995) including sustainable development as one of 
its strategies, how it is practised remains vague because of his inadequate explanation. 
The literature on the implementation of sustainability has two approaches. One integrates it 
throughout the whole organisation while the other considers and responds to individual social and 
environmental concerns as they arise.  Within the second approach, individual values, normally 
instilled by senior management, decide which issue are salient and whether the organisation should 
respond (Bansal, 2005; Harris, 2007; Papagiannakis et al., 2014).  This approach risks 
marginalising, by deeming them as unimportant, environmental and social problems.  Within both 
approaches to making sustainability a value of the organisation, the activities associated with its 
practice are unspecified. 
2.6 Overall Critique of the Literature 
With a mind to the inadequacies just mentioned, I restate that how the Brundtland Commission 
defines sustainable development was used by the early literature to clarify and operationalise 
sustainability.  This literature sought to motivate business to structure its approach when adding 
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sustainability to its strategic direction.  However, what followed was contrary to this, where 
multiple, diverse activities, that lacked the consistency, emerged from organisations.  In addition, 
instead of unifying sustainability research, the literature diverged into three streams: development 
of end-state and stage models, creating a business-case for sustainability, and examining the current 
practice of sustainability.  These literatures, though, did not clarify the activities of sustainability; 
instead creating an ambiguity around how managers practise sustainability.  Most research on its 
practice remains prescribed through repeatedly imposing pre-determined models of the triple 
bottom line or the natural resource-based view on the research agenda. 
The first stream of literature is idealistic about what a fully sustainable organisation should look 
like.  While the end-state models prescribe a sustainable organisation, the stage models structure the 
process of sustainability as evolving from denying responsibility to being proactive across the 
organisation.  These two sets of models were designed to challenge business about how it 
implements sustainability for more than economic purposes.  However, these prescriptive models 
are based solely on pre-determined views of sustainability and how it should be practised. 
The second stream of literature explores whether sustainability is good or bad for business and its 
positive or negative outcomes on performance (Ambec & Lanoie, 2008).  This literature takes a 
business-centric view in assuming that if sustainability is good for business, it must be good for 
society and the environment.  Within this literature, the practice of sustainability is reduced to 
creating economic gain, thus ignoring possible other ways of practising sustainability.  This 
perspective fails to acknowledge the possibility of alternative worldviews, presented in the early 
sustainability literature, where business is not the centre of society and the natural environment. 
The third stream of literature takes three sub-themes of sustainability: 1) environmental quality and 
social equity, 2) Hart’s natural resource-based view of the firm and, 3) the ‘greening’ of 
organisations.  In many instances, whether deliberate or inadvertent, much of the literature uses pre-
determined aspects of the triple bottom line or variations of sustainability to model research prior to 
data collection.  This research invariably overlooks how managers practise sustainability.  The 
current literature assumes three things (see Table 2-1).  First, it is assumes there is one best, ideal 
way to practise sustainability based on a universally accepted conceptualisation consisting of the 
economy, environment and society dimensions.  The second assumption is all managers frame their 
understanding and practice based on this same conceptualisation.  Third, the literature assumes the 
practice of sustainability, while possibly evolutionary, eventually reaches a static state of ‘being 
sustainable’.  In reality, how sustainability is practised may depend on the perspective of those in 
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senior management positions (Eweje, 2011; Harris, 2007; Roome & Louche, 2016) who decide 
which sustainability activities to include in their practice of sustainability. 
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Bodies of 
Literature 
What is Addressed? Assumptions What Fails to be Addressed? Literature Examples 
End State 
Models 
• An idealistic understanding of what a 
sustainable organisation is through 
assuming a steady state end-point. 
• Challenges business’ place within society 
and the natural environment. 
• The author(s) understanding of how 
sustainability should be implemented. 
• There is only one way to understand and 
therefore practise sustainability. 
• Assumes an idealised, stable end-state. 
• There is a universally agreed understanding 
of sustainability. 
• The practicalities of implementing 
sustainability. 
• Fails to acknowledge that new social, 
environmental and economic issues evolve. 
• The potentiality of more than one 
understanding of sustainability. 
Gladwin et al. (1995a) 
Shrivastava (1995a) 
 
Stage Models • That implementation is an evolutionary 
process. 
• Provides direction as to important aspects to 
include. 
• The author(s) understanding of what 
sustainability is. 
• Implementation is a sequentially phased 
process. 
• There is a final end-state of being 
sustainable. 
• There is a universally agreed understanding 
of sustainability. 
• The influence of more than one 
understanding of sustainability. 
• Sustainability implementation may not be a 
sequential process. 
• The evolutionary nature of sustainability 
issues. 
Dunphy et al. (2014, 
2007, 2003) 
Hunt and Auster (1990) 
Roome (1992) 
van Marrewijk and Werre 
(2003) 
(Landrum, 2017) 
Business 
Driven 
Sustainability 
• Takes a business-centric worldview. 
• Grounds the argument in business 
terminology. 
• Focuses only on the positive and negative 
outcomes for business. 
• If sustainability is good for business then it 
is good for society and the environment. 
• The negative consequences on society and 
the natural environment. 
Davis (1973) 
Ambec and Lanoie (2008) 
Financial 
Outcomes 
• The financial viability of incorporating 
sustainability activities. 
• Financial gain is the only important 
outcome of being sustainable. 
• Other outcomes especially social and 
environmental 
• The potentiality of other positive or 
negative outcomes beyond the financial. 
Albertini (2013) 
Orlitzky et al. (2003) 
The Greening 
Process 
• That a process is required to implement a 
sustainability strategy. 
• Views the process in terms of strategy, 
policies and programme changes. 
• Changes at the strategic level will flow 
through to the operational level. 
• The operational level practices required to 
implement a sustainability strategy. 
Dechant and Altman 
(1994) 
Haugh and Talwar (2010) 
Bansal (2003) 
Practice of 
Environmental 
and Social 
Dimension 
• Aggregates activities into broad themes in 
the areas of environmental quality, social 
justice and economic equity. 
• Practitioners have a similar, simplistic view 
of sustainability 
• The details of everyday activities.  
• The interconnectivity between the three 
dimensions. 
Williams and Schaefer 
(2013) 
Eweje (2011) 
Practice of the 
Natural 
Resource-
Based View 
• Practice of sustainability is limited to the 
natural environment. 
• Sequential logic evolution through building 
of resources and capabilities at each 
strategic level. 
• Based on Hart’s (1995; 2011) view of 
sustainability. 
• Only the environment and the economy are 
important 
• The social aspects of sustainability. 
• Clarity on practising a sustainable 
development strategy. 
Kurapatskie and Darnall 
(2013) 
Aragón-Correa et al. 
(2008) 
Table 2-1 Summary of the Practice of Sustainability Literature  
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In summary, when considering the foundations of sustainability research, the triple bottom line 
model, in attempting to operationalise the Brundtland definition, has become the ‘big' sustainability 
theory.  This triple bottom line model has dominated the research agenda by also influencing the 
development of alternative theories such as the natural resource-based view of the firm.  It has also 
become the standard model for measuring a business’s social and environmental performance and 
its financial viability.  However, imposing this predetermined approach onto the research 
programme has obscured how practitioners understand and practise sustainability by assuming there 
is only one to understand sustainability and therefore one way to practice this phenomenon.  We 
know from the abundance of sustainability labelled activities identified in the literature that this is 
potentially not true.  A second summary of this section is that the triple bottom line is a highly 
codified and reductive way to model sustainability in that it regards as unimportant the details of its 
activities in favour of having three distinct dimensions.  Yet these activities could help us to 
understand how managers practise sustainability (Delmas & Toffel, 2008; Howard-Grenville, 
2006). 
Current research methods are unconvincing insofar as many researchers either preconceive what 
sustainability means or do not acknowledge that managers may apply different understandings to 
develop distinctive and diverse ways of practising it.  By such neglect, researchers may skew the 
theoretical model involved to conform to their own preconception. 
Further limitations occur when data are collected using the predominant methods of surveys, 
interviews with senior management, or sustainability reports.  Surveys provide three challenges to 
researchers as follow (see Crilly et al., 2016; Harris & Crane, 2002; Meyer & Rowan, 1977):  
1. The survey instrument or questionnaires predetermines the range of responses by posing 
specific questions such as, “Do you recycle paper?”, responses are, therefore, confined to 
what the research expects; 
2. Comprehensive, lengthy surveys find difficulty with respondent fatigue, leading to 
incomplete surveys or a low response rate (Bryman & Bell, 2015; Shipman, 1988).  
Unanswered, open-ended questions at the end of the survey thus fail to collect data on 
interesting, and innovative practices not covered by the survey questions; and 
3. Data collected from annual reports or interviews with senior managers tend to be removed 
from day-to-day activities, with the potential to produce a gap between what organisations 
say they do and what is actually done. 
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Generally, in sustainability research, everyday activities are analysed using categories such as 
recycling, waste minimisation, employee diversity, product design, utilities management and green 
procurement.  Therefore, uncategorised activities are potentially ignored as a deviation from the 
data.  Nevertheless collecting data about the detailed activities associated with sustainability 
provides the opportunity to discover how managers understand it differently. 
After reviewing the dominant models organising the sustainability literature, namely the triple 
bottom line plus variants, and its use in informing the sustainability research agenda, the current 
literature does not attempt to understand how managers practise sustainability.  With this research 
focusing on the practice of sustainability, I will use a practice-based approach to explore the 
research question of: How do managers practise sustainability?.  To show the limited use of 
practice theory-based sustainability research a brief literature review follows in the next section. 
2.7 Practice Theory Applied to Sustainability 
Using practice theory to understand how managers practise sustainability can overcome some of the 
limitations of current organisation and natural environment literature.  Practice theory calls for a 
structured, logical approach to focus on “the importance of activity, performance, and work in the 
creation and perpetuation of all aspects of social life” (Nicolini, Gherardi, & Yanow, 2003: 3).  In 
organisation studies, practice theory is suitable “for investigating and theorizing aspects of 
management and organizational practice in a more informed way and, thus, provide more accurate 
accounts of the logic of practice” (Sandberg & Tsoukas, 2016: 188). 
Sustainability research that uses practice theory is limited, tending to focus on behaviours 
surrounding sustainable consumption (Brand, 2010; Gram-Hanssen, 2010; Shove, 2010b; Shove & 
Walker, 2014; Spaargaren, 2011), the behaviours of travelling backpackers (Iaquinto, 2014), and 
investigating the inability to effect positive organisational changes and therefore supporting 
unsustainable practices (Hargreaves, 2011; Hargreaves, Longhurst, & Seyfang, 2013). 
Practice theory was used to investigate the process of formulating a sustainable strategy.  The 
results of this research is interesting showing four ways sustainability strategies are formulated; 
namely visionary, prescribed, autonomous, and evaluative (Egels-Zandén & Rosén, 2014).  These 
strategy formation activities, though, more appropriately align with the strategy-as-practice 
literature, rather than being specific to practising sustainability.  Another study combined practice 
theory with a case study methodology to explore how an ecovillage collectively manages resources, 
resulting in a description of changed behaviours and how a shared understanding on the practice of 
sustainability emerged (Boyer, 2016).  An example from this case study showed the transitioning 
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from the practice of individual vehicle ownership to having vehicles as part of a community’s 
infrastructure through collective ownership (Boyer, 2016). 
In some of this literature, practice theory has either been applied superficially (Iaquinto, 2014), or 
has used a methodology, such as a singular case study (Boyer, 2016), to examine limited aspects of 
sustainability.  Other literature has a greater emphasis on more extensive practice theory 
approaches, yet these remain limited in number and tend to focus on how consumers modify their 
activities in response to the sustainability phenomenon (Brand, 2010; Gram-Hanssen, 2010; 
Spaargaren, 2011). 
Probably the most extensive sustainability research using practice theory as a theoretical lens is in 
geography through the work of Elizabeth Shove and the intersection of practice theory, climate 
change and policy initiatives.  As a counter to the attitude-behaviour-choice model used by policy 
makers to change people’s practices, Shove promotes social theories, and practice theory in 
particular, as an alternative to investigate what people currently do, how practices reproduce and 
transition, and how policy initiatives can guide people to change what they do, in response to 
sustainability-related problems (Shove, 2010a).  The range of sustainability-related themes Shove 
has explored using practice theory include climate change (Shove, 2010a; Shove, 2010b), trends 
associated with supply and demand of energy use (Shove & Walker, 2014; Shove, Watson, & 
Spurling, 2015), and unsustainable consumption patterns (Shove, 2014; Shove & Warde, 2002).  
Shove provides well-grounded and evidenced support for using practice theory to investigate the 
practice of sustainability.  
Practice theory emphasises the day-to-day, routine activities related to a phenomenon but is 
currently limited in sustainability research.  While organisation and natural environment research 
uses practice theory narrowly, the majority of sustainability literature uses it only to research pro-
environmental practices (Hargreaves, 2011; Iaquinto, 2014; van Aaken, Splitter, & Seidl, 2013), 
energy consumption (Shove & Walker, 2014), and sustainable consumption (Brand, 2010).  Using 
practice theory will extend our understanding of sustainability by focusing on the practice of 
sustainability in organisations. Thus, this thesis provides the opportunity to examine how managers 
practise sustainability. 
2.8 Conclusions 
In this chapter, I predominantly reviewed the sustainability literature to reveal how managers’ 
practices of it are understood.  For the most part, these rely on how the Brundtland Commission 
defines sustainable development according to its economic, environmental and social dimensions.  
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In addition, researchers, business people, politicians, the media and general society, appear to 
regard and treat sustainability singularly.  This assumption therefore ignores the possibility of more 
than one way to understand and practise sustainability. 
Overall, the literature takes a prescribed, reductive, process-oriented approach tied to predetermined 
models, based on sustainability’s ‘big’ theory, the triple bottom line.  These models, while initially 
useful in the early organisation and the natural environment research, limit the ability to investigate 
how managers practise sustainability.  As a logical remedy to these limitations, I apply practice 
theory to the research of this thesis.  Chapter 3 explains that theoretical approach and how it differs 
from other social theories.  In particular, this chapter will concentrate on Schatzki’s perspective of 
practice theory and through using elements of this can generate new insights into the managerial 
practice of sustainability.  
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Chapter 3 
Theory of Practice 
3.1 Introduction 
Chapter 2 reviewed existing models of sustainability in organisations, are either prescriptive, 
reductionist, or process-oriented because researchers largely use the triple bottom line model and its 
variants.  In reality, the triple bottom line has become sustainability’s ‘big’ theory, subsequently 
influencing the research agenda with the perception managers frame the practice of sustainability 
similarly.  Chapter 2 finished by proposing practice theory as an alternative approach to examine 
how managers practise sustainability, to overcome the deficiencies associated with basing a 
research agenda on pre-determined models.  Examples of research using practice theory to 
investigate aspects of sustainability completed this chapter.  Fundamentally, practice theory 
provides insight into how a phenomenon is understood through how it is practised (Schatzki, 2002; 
Tsoukas, 2010).  With most organisation and the natural environment literature, after either ignoring 
sustainability activities, aggregating activities into broader themes, or using predetermined models 
to inform research, opportunities exist to investigate the practice of sustainability by managers.  
This chapter commences with a general explanation of practice theory and how it differs from other 
social theories.  I outline different practice theories, focusing on three by Bourdieu, Giddens and 
Schatzki because they are more comprehensive and commonly used.  Schatzki’s practice approach 
is introduced as the means to investigate the aims of this study, by briefly describing its main 
components, and then expanding on those selected as relevant for this study.  The value of 
Schatzki’s approach is that it separates practice theory into analytically distinct components 
providing a framework to examine the practice of sustainability.  This chapter finishes by showing, 
through using practice theory, why there is potentially more than one way managers practise 
sustainability. 
The collective work and discussion that involves as many clever 
individuals as possible is what sparks true creativity.  Feeling 
ownership of ideas in anyway is the true killer of evolution.  Even 
though we haven’t found the perfect system yet, involving as many 
members of our staff as possible in the creation of dishes is our key 
to becoming a better restaurant every day. 
Christian F. Puglisi, Relæ, 2014, 197 
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3.2 What is Practice Theory? 
In contrast to other social theories, practice theories take a particular view of how organisational 
research seeks “to understand and explain human action and social order” (Sandberg & Dall'Alba, 
2009: 1352) through looking at organisational phenomena as they are performed (Gherardi, 2012; 
Sandberg & Dall'Alba, 2009).  Theories of practice place the focus on the “routinized and 
performative character of action, its dependence on tacit knowledge and implicit understanding” 
(Reckwitz, 2007: 1), and it is these that are central to my investigation.  Underlying all practice 
theories are people, actions, understandings, and materials and equipment that cannot be examined 
as separate distinct entities  as there are relationships between them (Sandberg & Tsoukas, 2011; 
Sandberg & Dall'Alba, 2009).    Activities and practices become ordered around how a phenomenon 
is understood; therefore, different orderings and activities reflect a particular understanding of a 
phenomenon (Sandberg & Dall'Alba, 2009; Schatzki, 2003). 
Theories of practice differ from other social theories in a number of aspects.  According to 
Sandberg and Dall’ Alba (2009), other social theorists regard human action to be ruled by self-
interest, a collective set of norms, values and roles, or as shared meanings.  Practice theories replace 
the dualism of other social theories, where subject/object and action/thought are regarded as 
opposing dimensions, by treating the dualities as inseparable (Sandberg & Dall'Alba, 2009).  Other 
social theories also view the social is being in human minds, in discourses or texts, or in the 
interactions between people as meaning is constructed (Reckwitz, 2002).  Reckwitz (2002) presents 
the social as being practice-based, where routine behaviour consists of several components relating 
to create a performance.   Such performance involves thoughts, things, knowledge, language, 
routine actions, and individual actors (Reckwitz, 2002; Sandberg & Dall'Alba, 2009). 
Through adopting and adapting the various theories of practice, domain-specific practice theories 
were applied to various organisational phenomena (Sandberg & Tsoukas, 2016).  The main 
organisational research streams using practice theory are strategy and strategic planning 
(Jarzabkowski & Balogun, 2009; Whittington, 1996), leadership (Carroll, Levy, & Richmond, 
2008; Raelin, 2011), knowledge and organisation learning (Nicolini et al., 2003; Orlikowski, 2002) 
and, more recently, sustainability (Brand, 2010; Bulgacov, Ometto, & May, 2015; Iaquinto, 2014; 
van Aaken et al., 2013). 
3.2.1 Different Practice Theories 
Practice theories entail a loosely connected set of social theories (Miettinen, Samra-Fredericks, & 
Yanow, 2009) with primacy on ‘practice’ (Sandberg & Tsoukas, 2016) to ascertain how human 
understanding is expressed through what we do (Rouse, 2007) and how we do it (Nicolini).  
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According to Nicolini (2003), there are six practice theories, each taking a different orientation; 1) 
Bourdieu and Giddens’ social praxeology, 2) practice as tradition and community, 3) practice as 
activity, 4) practice as accomplishment, 5) Schatzki’s practice approach, and 6) discourse and 
practice.  Each orientation brings different dimensions to understanding practice and therefore 
particular ways to frame the examination of practices in organisations. 
Of these six theories of practice, the three more complete and commonly used are those of 
Bourdieu, Giddens, and Schatzki (Nicolini, 2012; Sandberg & Tsoukas, 2016).  Bourdieu 
introduces habitus and field where, overtime, activities become recurring routines and behaviours 
within a particular situation (Nicolini, 2012; Schatzki, 2001).  Apart from practices being enduring 
ways of performing activities, they do not necessarily remain constant.  Bourdieu’s habitus 
describes the capacity to adapt a performance when situations change (Sandberg & Tsoukas, 2016).  
Giddens’ views practice as “purposeful activities of individuals guided by rules and strategic 
decisions” (Nicolini, 2012: 52) where activities are structured within a social system bounded by 
rules thus constraining and ordering practices (Nicolini, 2012; Sandberg & Tsoukas, 2016; 
Schatzki, 2001).  These rules, while generally informal and shared, limit the number of ways a 
performance can be ordered or structured (Schatzki, 2002). 
Schatzki’s practice approach views the social as being “centrally organized around shared practical 
understandings” (Sandberg & Dall'Alba, 2009; Schatzki, 2001: 3; 2012).  At the root of Schatzki’s 
practice approach is that, in any given situation, people do what makes sense for them to do 
(Nicolini, 2012; Schatzki, 2002).  Schatzki’s perspective provides a comprehensive, “fully fleshed 
out” (Miettinen et al., 2009: 1312) theoretical approach, therefore making his practice approach 
suitable to my research. 
3.3 Schatzki’s Practice Approach 
As Schatzki’s practice approach is comprehensive, I now explain its components in particular those 
pertinent to this study.  According to Schatzki, a practice is an “evolving, open-ended set of doings 
and sayings linked by practical understandings, rules, teleoaffective structure, and general 
understandings” (2002: 87). Practices in the plural involves the linkage of know-how, skills, 
materials, tacit understandings, and emotions (Schatzki, 2001). 
The four components of Schatzki’s practice approach require further explanation regarding how 
they organise activities into ways of practising.  Practical understanding is associated with how to 
carry out a performance constituted of physical and speech activities (doings and sayings) 
(Schatzki, 2006).  Practice understanding also involves knowing the suitability of activities 
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depending on the situation (Schatzki, 2003).  Rules involve the instructions, principles, and 
directives used to guide and inform which activities constitute the practice (Schatzki, 2002).  It is 
through shared rules that people, within a situation, decide which activities are involved in a 
particular practice (Schatzki, 2012).  Rules are either: 1) organisationally imposed to predetermine 
that employees act according to how their organisation understands sustainability; 2) self-imposed 
to fit with the individual’s own understanding; or 3) imposed by a peer group to match the socially 
acceptable way to behave.  Schatzki defines teleoaffective structure as “a range of normativized and 
hierarchically ordered ends, projects, and tasks, to varying degrees allied with normativized 
emotions and even moods” (Schatzki, 2002: 80).  Teleoaffective involves two parts: first, teleo, is a 
prefix meaning the ordering of ‘doings’ and ‘sayings’ into a hierarchy to accomplish a performance 
(Schatzki, 2012).  The second component, affective, refers to feelings or emotions people have 
when doing things (Schatzki, 2002).  Therefore, teleoaffective structuring describes the ordering of 
activities, use of things, and acceptable or prescribed emotions that people have when attaining a 
goal (Sandberg & Tsoukas, 2016).  It is through this ordering that arrays of ‘doings’ and ‘sayings’ 
are organised into specific practices (Sandberg & Tsoukas, 2016).  General understanding is a 
common agreement among actors in a shared situation on what something is and which activities 
are pertinent to its practice (Reckwitz, 2002; Sandberg & Tsoukas, 2016).  General understandings 
organise activities, people, artefacts and things to constitute a practice (Schatzki, 2001).  Over time, 
these dissolve and reform as general understandings shift and adapt, thus accounting for changes in 
practice over time (Schatzki, 2011). 
As the research aims to unpack managers’ practice of sustainability, the relevant elements of 
Schatzki’s practice approach are the activities and how organised, and managers’ understanding of 
sustainability to form ways of practising it.  Confining this study to these few aspects reflects the 
scope of this research and the methodological approach taken.  Even though Schatzki’s practice 
approach separates practical and general understanding, it is difficult to achieve so I treat them as 
one. 
3.3.1 Activities and Their Organising 
Activities consist of doings and sayings where the actor does not have to do anything else (Schatzki, 
2012).  Activities are, therefore, the basic units of a practice.  Doings and sayings extend beyond 
physical movement and speech, to include mental thought (Schatzki, 2012), and documents which 
guide activities, like recipes which describe an activity like stir or slice (Nicolini, 2012; Parmigiani 
& Howard-Grenville, 2011).  Activities, when repeated frequently, become habitual and mundane 
so that people perform them without conscious thought, yet are meaningful and retain purpose 
(Nicolini, 2012; Rouse, 2007).  Potentially, activities associated with sustainability may be hard to 
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identify as they become indiscernible from others that occur.  Turning off a light switch or a tap, 
putting food scraps into a specific waste container, or sourcing produce locally may already be 
routine in a restaurant without one realising that these activities are part of “being sustainable”. 
Activities do not remain fixed (Schatzki, 2005), as they can be seen as “partly emergent creations” 
(Sandberg & Tsoukas, 2011: 352) and thus can fluctuate between being static, or evolving 
(Sandberg & Dall'Alba, 2009).  When encountering new situations people are forced to think about 
what they are doing (Vaara & Whittington, 2012) allowing new activities to develop as a coping 
mechanism (Chia & Holt, 2006).  When incorporating sustainability into an organisation traditional 
ways of doing things potentially come under scrutiny, requiring the displacement of existing 
practices with new activities. Waste is an obvious example where the activities have changed over 
time.  Previously, one waste container was used to collect all rubbish.5 Now multiple waste disposal 
systems are evident, requiring the separating of waste into recyclable and non-recyclable.  In a 
kitchen, waste management has evolved to the sorting of rubbish into compostable organic, non-
compostable recyclables, and general waste.  Thus, the act of waste disposal has changed to require 
a thinking activity (Which waste bin should I place this rubbish into?) as well as the original 
placement activity. 
Activities become ordered into sequences of human activities based on shared understanding 
(Schatzki, 2001, 2002).  The ordering of activities is “the way that things are laid out or hang 
together” (Schatzki, 2002: 1) mediated by physical objects.  While generally activities and their 
ordering remain static over time, they can also be dynamic to accommodate changes in shared 
understanding, resulting in variations in activities, routines, and materials used (Schatzki, 2002).  
Arrangements of activities dissolve and reform when there in an overwhelming shift in the 
understanding of social phenomena (Schatzki, 2011). 
3.3.2 Practical and General Understanding 
The activities performed and their ordering possess meaning based on a person’s practical 
understanding (Schatzki, 2002) where practical understanding is “knowing how to carry out desired 
actions through basic doings and sayings” (Schatzki, 2012: 16).  This ‘knowing how to’ involves 
the practical skills and capabilities to enable the practical actions to occur (Schatzki, 2005) and is 
derived from being a competent, knowledgeable person (Nicolini, 2012).  Skills encompass both 
knowing how to execute a particular activity and whether it is appropriate in a given context.  
Therefore, when practical skills and capabilities are in action, the practical understanding become 
observable to others.  Practical understandings are the means of linking together different activities 
                                                 
5 Author’s own professional experience 
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that makes sense to do in a particular situation (Nicolini, 2012; Schatzki, 2003) based on experience 
and knowledge.  For example, the practical understanding of recycling involves not only knowing 
that waste can be recycled, it also requires knowing which waste is recyclable or belongs in general 
waste, and what materials go into the different recycling bins, for example some plastics are 
recyclable and others are not. 
Practical understandings do not exist within a single individual.  Within a workplace or industry, 
‘knowing how to’ is shared socially among the actors linked by a practical understanding reflected 
in a commonality of activities and their ordering (Nicolini, 2012).  Practical understandings evolve 
through social interaction, as do related activities.  Subtle changes in practical understanding open 
practitioners to different activities and practices (Schatzki, 2005). 
In contrast, general understandings are shared among a collection of actors about what something is 
and appropriate practices associated with it (Reckwitz, 2002; Smets, Jarzabkowski, Burke, & Spee, 
2015).  If an organisation understands sustainability to mean its long-term economic existence, then 
there will be a set of appropriate practices directed at this outcome.  Furthermore, having a general 
understanding clarifies what something is or is not, and whether it is important or not, through how 
the ‘doings’ and ‘sayings’ are ordered (Sandberg & Tsoukas, 2016).  Thus, a shared general 
understanding can set standards and rules around the expectations of what actors should or should 
not do and say.  However, a general understanding may not be explicit, thus opening the means for 
variation in activities and how ordered (Schatzki, 2012). 
Therefore, with sustainability’s lack of conceptual clarity comes a potential for diverse practical and 
general understandings leading to more than one way of practising sustainability.  This lack of a 
shared understanding, whether practical or general, explains the reason for a multitude of seemingly 
different activities being part of the practice of sustainability and illuminates why organisations 
appear to practice sustainability differently.  For this study, I decided to treat practical and general 
understanding as one, as it is difficult to separate out the two, with each reflecting the other. 
3.3.3 Ways of Practising 
As humans actively participate in a social world, there is a continual construction and 
reconstruction of thought and action (Simpson, 2009) resulting in variation in understanding and 
practice.  As each person understands a phenomenon like sustainability differently, not only do the 
activities vary, the ordering of activities can become distinct from others (Sandberg & Dall'Alba, 
2009; Schatzki, 2003) creating different ways of practising it. 
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That sustainability is ill-defined and complex (Robinson, 2004; Starik & Rands, 1995) leads to 
varying ways of practising it.  As managers explore and experiment to develop new enduring 
activities, the ways of practising can deviate as people do what makes sense to them (Nicolini, 
2012; Schatzki, 2002).  As sustainability activities are trialled and accepted or rejected, the ways 
that activities are organised changes.  New activities, and their ordering, therefore, come to fit with 
a manager’s practical understanding of sustainability, thus creating multiple ways of practising 
sustainability. 
3.4 Conclusions 
Practice theory provides a unique way to understand the practice of sustainability, by considering 
the day-to-day, routine activities of managers.  Thus, practice theory uses the “how to” do 
something to explain the “what is” something (Sandberg & Tsoukas, 2016).  Schatzki’s practice 
approach provides a comprehensive theoretical framework to examine managers’ practice of 
sustainability, because he explains why people do what they do through combining activities, 
understandings, rules, and teleoaffective structures (Nicolini, 2012).  It is through the activities 
performed and how they are ordered, that we can gain insight into how sustainability is understood.  
Schatzki takes into account the context within which these practices occur, acknowledging that 
there may be differences in the activities performed and ordered depending on their social setting 
(Schatzki, 2005).  Thus, even within one industry, there is opportunity for variation in the 
understanding of sustainability leading to different ways of practising it. 
By using a practice theory approach, this research deliberately moves away from using pre-
determined sustainability models, in that it privileges the performance of routine sustainability 
activities.  Through combining Schatzki’s practice approach with sustainability, there is an 
opportunity to investigate how managers understand sustainability through their practice of 
sustainability without assuming that they all understand sustainability similarly and that there is one 
best way to practice it.  
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Chapter 4 
Research Method 
4.1 Introduction 
Chapter 4 presents an alternative research design little used in sustainability research to overcome 
previous limitations, to provide greater understanding about how managers practise sustainability.  
Initially, I apply Schatzki’s practice approach to the research question by adding phenomenography 
as my research methodology.   I next explain phenomenography and justify why it fits with my 
research approach.  This chapter then explains why I selected the restaurant industry and the criteria 
I used to select participants.  Although combining practice theory with phenomenography may 
impose some shortcomings, these are resolved by using two phases of data collection and analysis.  
This chapter finishes by outlining research validity and reliability. 
4.2 Combining Practice Theory with Phenomenography 
Selecting the research design was influenced by Schatzki’s practice approach and my research 
question: How do managers practise sustainability?  To achieve the best methodological fit 
(Edmondson & McManus, 2007), I needed to focus my methodology on collecting and analysing 
data related to sustainability activities and the ordering of these activities during managers’ 
everyday work.  The literature offers different models to aid managers’ understanding sustainability 
and alternative ways to practice it without establishing what activities are undertaken (Byrch et al., 
2007; Linnenluecke, Russell, & Griffiths, 2009; Tregidga et al., 2015).  I thus needed to discern 
what activities managers consider important to the practice of sustainability, to uncover the 
divergent ways of practising it.  This meant that I also needed to enlist multiple participants to 
reflect best the variations involved. 
Using Schatzki’s practice approach has methodological implications that provides pointers to the 
most appropriate research method.  The most fundamental emphasis of Schatzki’s practice approach 
is on activities and how arrays of activities are ordered base on a person’s understanding (Everts, 
Lahr-Kurten, & Watson, 2011; Schatzki, 2012).  To achieve the best fit with practice theory the 
method needs to collect data on: 1) what managers routinely do and say, 2) the sustainability 
Slowly we started creating techniques suited for exactly our 
purposes, pushing the ingredients we could afford to the next level.  
The six months we took to test out dishes and work on the creative 
side of the restaurant was worth it. 
Christian F.  Puglisi, Relæ, 2014, p.  170 
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activities that are important to managers, and 3) the distinctive performances of sustainability 
(Sandberg & Tsoukas, 2011; Suddaby, Seidl, & Lê, 2013).  Thus, the research needed to detail the 
daily activities undertaken by those who actually practise sustainability in organisations. 
Second, from a practice perspective, a link exists between how sustainability is understood and the 
activities involved in practising it.  Thus, one particular understanding of sustainability will vary in 
its activities from others.   Therefore, the research design needed to allow these variations in 
understanding to be exposed. 
Sandberg and Tsoukas (2011) explain how to use a practice approach and how to select the most 
appropriate methodology to collect data on: 1) what people routinely do, the materials they handle, 
and their purpose, 2) the competent performance of ‘sayings’ and ‘doings’, 3) the distinctive ways 
that the activities are performed, and 4) find out what is important to practitioners (Sandberg & 
Tsoukas, 2011).  The outcomes of taking this practice approach can be summed up as “if you want 
to understand the social, you have to go and look at what people do, what they talk about and what 
they handle while talking” (Nicolini, 2012: 53). 
With these implications of Schatzki’s practice approach in mind, I chose a qualitative interpretative 
research approach to ensure that “understanding must be based on the experiences of those who 
work in organizations” (Bryman & Bell, 2015: 35). 
Research using practice theories leans towards ethnographic research with researchers immersed in 
a few selected organisations for extended periods into the daily routines of organisations (Egels-
Zandén & Rosén, 2014; Hargreaves, 2011; Jarzabkowski, Burke, & Spee, 2015).  As I sought to 
collect data from several different organisations to capture the possible variation how sustainability 
is practised, using an ethnography was not suitable.  An alternative methodology thus needed to be 
found for collecting data that was compatible with a practice theory approach.  Other possible 
interpretive methodologies explored are: action research, case study(ies), grounded theory, narrative 
enquiry, and phenomenography.  Appendix 1 compares these alternatives with ethnography.  By 
examining the purposes and outcomes of each of these alternatives, I decided that the most 
appropriate alternative methodology was phenomenography.  Phenomenography suited the 
requirements (see Sub-section 4.2.1) as it allows for the collecting of data on the routines of 
peoples’ lived experience of a phenomenon and for the inclusion of multiple participants. 
In addition, and considering the sustainability literature, there is an on-going call for sustainability 
research to incorporate alternative methodological approaches (Starik, 1995, 2002), different 
theoretical models (Bansal & Gao, 2006) and to use varied sources of data (Etzion, 2007).  This 
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study therefore fits with these calls, as both phenomenography and practice theory have not featured 
in sustainability.  While combining practice theory with phenomenography to research sustainable 
businesses is limited, other researchers have used this approach to identify what activities and 
practices managers undertake when managing workplace diversity (O'Leary & Sandberg, 2016). 
4.2.1 Phenomenography 
Phenomenography is a qualitative research approach designed to “capture how individuals and 
groups understand a specific aspect of reality … and how that understanding forms the basis for 
their actions” (Lamb, Sandberg, & Liesch, 2011: 676).  Phenomenography initially emerged from 
educational research to identify how students, either rightly or wrongly, understood a phenomenon 
to inform teaching instruction and practice (Marton, 1981; Svensson, 1997) with primacy placed on 
students’ understanding.  Thus, the variations in ways of understanding a phenomenon result from 
the perspective of the research participants rather than the subjective or objective views of the 
researcher (Dall'Alba, 2000; Schembri & Sandberg, 2002).  As a methodology, phenomenography 
has advanced beyond education to become a business research approach to investigate firm 
internationalisation (Lamb et al., 2011), environmental capability development (Teeter & Sandberg, 
2016), human competence at work (Sandberg, 2000), diversity management, (O'Leary & Sandberg, 
2016), and corporate governance (Geale, 2007).  Phenomenography, with is focus on identifying 
and describing the different ways people experience and understand aspects of their world (Marton, 
1981), is ideal to investigate the ways managers practise sustainability. 
As a research method, phenomenography has a number of features.  Modelling to determine the 
understandings is not undertaken prior to data analysis (Patrick, 2000; Tesch, 1990).  Instead, the 
regularities and patterns are discerned during analysis allowing the similarities and differences to 
emerge (Marton, 1981; Svensson, 1997).  Predetermining the outcomes prior to data collection 
would potentially influence both the participants and the researcher.  Modelling the results could 
also influence the questions asked in the interview protocol directing participants to provide 
answers consistent with the researcher’s preconceived outcomes.  There is also a risk of researchers 
unconsciously attempting to fit the data to conform to existing models, causing the research to 
disregard irregular data. 
Phenomenography, with its attention to identifying variation, affects the selection of participants.  It 
requires: 1) research participants who are actively engaged in performing the phenomenon under 
investigation (Bowden, 1996), and 2) the widest possible range of participants to ensure the capture 
of all possible variations in understanding a phenomenon (Lamb et al., 2011).   In the case of this 
thesis, as I sought to identify and classify the range and variation of understandings about practising 
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sustainability and, based on prior phenomenography research, the ideal number of interviews 
required to gain a full range of understandings is between 15 and 20 useable interviews, with 
theoretical saturation often achieved after 20 (Sandberg, 2000; Trigwell, 2000). 
Comparing phenomenography with practice theory, there appear to be irreconcilable differences.  
First, data collection differs with practice theory generally relying on observations to garner the 
daily routine activities, while phenomenography usually collects data through interviews.  Second, 
are the differences between the numbers of participants: practice researchers tend to observe one or 
two research sites, while phenomenography requires between 15-20 participants. 
Through combining the similar practice theory and phenomenography creates a novel research 
method.  Firstly, both are concerned with gaining insight into how people make sense of and 
understand phenomena (Nicolini, 2012; Wright, Murray, & Geale, 2007).  The point of difference is 
that Schatzki (2002, 2012) places importance on activities and their ordering, while 
phenomenography emphasises the limited numbers of ways in which people understand phenomena 
(Marton, 1981) as they make sense of it.  As previously stated, activities become ordered into 
sequences of human activities based on understandings (Schatzki, 2001, 2002).  Thus, different 
understandings of sustainability become observable through activities and their ordering, where the 
activities differ depending on the understanding.   Secondly, both focus on a ‘lived experience’ of a 
phenomenon (Sandberg, 2000; Sandberg & Dall'Alba, 2009).  Part of a person’s lived experience is, 
how they do something, which is pivotal to the data collection and the analysis stages for both 
practice theory and phenomenography.  Phenomenography fulfils Sandberg and Tsoukas (2011) 
methodology requirements when using practice theory to find out 1) what people routinely do, the 
materials they handle, and their purpose, 2) which sustainability activities are important to 
managers, and 3) the distinctly different ways sustainability is performed. 
Normally, results of phenomenographic research appear as descriptions of the qualitatively different 
ways people experience, understand or practice a phenomenon (Marton & Booth, 1997; Marton & 
Pong, 2005; Sandberg, 1997, 2000).  The variations are generally portrayed as logically related 
through a hierarchy, with each understanding building upon the previous one (Åkerlind, 2012).  
Each may focus on different aspects of a phenomenon with the relationships between the aspects of 
an understanding becoming more intricate, so that the hierarchy shows that the understandings are 
increasingly complex and multifaceted, (Marton & Booth, 1997).  Most phenomenographic 
hierarchies shows progression, although there is evidence that understandings can diverge, branch 
out, and then reconverge at higher levels (Åkerlind, 2012; Gibbings, Lidstone, & Bruce, 2015).   
Typically, the number of understandings varies between three and five (Wright et al., 2007).  Even 
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though there is a sorting process to identify differences in how people understand or experience a 
phenomenon in phenomenographic research, there is no intention to use the results to judge or 
predict people’s sustainability performance (Marton, 1981). 
The sustainability literature using phenomenography is sparse, with the majority of studies in 
learning and education (Kilinc & Aydin, 2013; Reid & Petocz, 2006; Reid, Petocz, & Taylor, 2009; 
Schroer, Lowman, & Just, 2015), with Teeter and Sandberg (2016) being the only researchers to 
apply phenomenography in a business setting.   None of these studies examine managers’ practice 
of sustainability, therefore, the uniqueness of my research adds to the sustainability literature.  This 
study also adheres to the analytical processes of Lamb et al.  (2011), Sandberg (2000), Teeter and 
Sandberg (2016) and Wright et al.  (2007), thus differentiating it from the other phenomenographic 
sustainability research  
4.3 Selection of the Industry, Organisations and Participants 
4.3.1.1 Industry Selection 
Sustainability research, in the past, has focused mostly on the industries that potentially cause high 
environment damage (Albertini, 2013; Aragon-Correa & Sharma, 2003), thus largely ignoring the 
social dimension of the triple bottom line model (Dyllick & Muff, 2015).  Industries assessed with 
having the highest environmental impact are chemical, oil and other mineral extraction, utility 
provision such as water, gas and energy, and manufacturers (Higgins et al., 2015; Ormazabal et al., 
2016; Schreck, 2011; Starik, 1995; WCED, 1987).  Negative environmental impact can be in three 
areas: first, damage to the environment from the extraction of inputs such as minerals or water, 
second, through the high levels of pollutants resulting from manufacturing processes, and third, 
waste from the normal use of a product such as car emissions and end-of-life disposal (Albertini, 
2013; Aragon-Correa & Sharma, 2003).  Because the sustainability literature has tended to overlook 
industries that are perceived as having lower environmental and social harm, opportunities exist to 
extend the research agenda into these areas (Starik, 1995, 2002; Starik, 2006; Starik & Marcus, 
2000).  I chose the restaurant industry because of its significant environmental, social and economic 
impacts not often explored in mainstream sustainability research (Adams et al., 2015).  I took the 
opportunity to investigate how a unique, under-researched industry is practising sustainability. 
Existing sustainability research has tended not to focus on the restaurant6 industry in any 
substantive form although it has been targeted by research into sustainable consumer behaviour 
(Lewis, 1980; Noone, Kimes, Mattila, & Wirtz, 2007), waste management (Jones, Comfort, Turner, 
                                                 
6 The term restaurant is used in the broadest sense to include fast food, informal and formal eating establishments 
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& Hillier, 2013; Kantor, Lipton, Manchester, & Oliveira, 1997) and broader management and 
strategy research (Fauchart & von Hippel, 2008; Fine, 1995, 1996).  A possible reason for 
disregarding restaurants for sustainability research is the industry’s fragmented nature.  The 
industry is a dispersed collection of many small to medium-sized enterprises, such as 
neighbourhood cafés and restaurants, and fewer large multi-national corporations, for instance, fast 
food, café, and hotel chains.  Thus, a belief possibly exists that each individual enterprise does not 
have significant economic, social and environmental impacts.  After totalling the restaurants in 
Australia and New Zealand, a different perspective is evident.  An estimated 65,681 Australian 
restaurants existed in 2015 (2.9 restaurants per thousand people (Ledovskikh, 2016; Magner, 2016a, 
b), while New Zealand had an estimated 11,785 restaurants, cafes and fast food outlets (2.8 
restaurants per thousand people) in 2012 (Williamson, Neill, Kruesi, & Waldren, 2013).  As the 
restaurant industry is large, it is worth examining the effect that restaurants have on the economy, 
environment and society.  Owing to the familiarity of the triple bottom line model as a common 
means of assessing an industry’s sustainability impact, I have used it to structure this section. 
Economic Impact 
Restaurants add significantly to the economy through a variety of ways.  The percentage of 
household spending on restaurant meals continues to rise.  The average spend on restaurant meals 
has risen from $42/week in 1984 to $66/week in 2013 over a 29 year period (Ting, 2013). 
Employment is one of the major economic contributions of the restaurant industry (Parsa, van der 
Rest, Smith, Parsa, & Bujisic, 2015).  In June 2015, the Accommodation and Food Services 
industry employed around 963,000 people in Australia or approximately nine per cent of the 
workforce and ranked the fifth highest employer by industry7 (Australian Bureau of Statistics, 
2016).  In New Zealand, the number employed in restaurants, bars and cafés is 75,5298 or 3.4 per 
cent of the working population.  The hospitality industry relies on a part-time workforce as a means 
to manage its wages when there is unreliable and fluctuating demand. 
Food wastage affects the economic viability of each enterprise (Bowling, 2013).  Considerable 
wastage is produced through food preparation, post-consumer waste, or pre- and post-preparation 
food spoilage (Encycle Consulting, 2013), which is a cost to a business.  Significant financial 
saving is possible by reducing the amount of wastage through controlling the size of meals served 
and using food before it spoils.  The cost of waste disposal also has a negative economic impact.  
                                                 
7 It is difficult to identify how many of the 963,000 people are employed by the restaurant industry as these numbers are 
combined with the accommodation sector. 
8 It is unclear whether this figure includes owner-operators. 
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Disposing of waste through either sending to landfill or recycling is costly; therefore reducing waste 
reduces removal costs. 
Environmental Impact 
Putting the economic impact aside, within the industry, food waste is of major environmental 
concern (Baldwin, Wilberforce, & Kapur, 2011; Jayawardena, Pollard, Chort, Choi, & Kibicho, 
2013; Kirk, 1995).  It is estimated that “for every meal eaten in a UK restaurant, nearly half a kilo 
of food is wasted — through preparation, spoilage and what’s left behind on the plate” (Sustainable 
Restaurant Association, no date).  Studies estimated that 20-26 per cent of food available for human 
consumption is wasted during storage, preparation, and service or left uneaten on the plate 
(Engström & Carlsson-Kanyama, 2004; Kantor et al., 1997).  To package this food, glass, paper, 
cardboard, metal, and polystyrene waste are also produced.  An Australian study into commercial 
and industry waste and recycling finds that food and beverage services were the third highest 
contributor to waste streams behind manufacturing and the retail sectors (Encycle Consulting, 
2013).9  Of this though, only 32 per cent of food and beverage waste was being diverted away from 
landfill (Encycle Consulting, 2013) with the major proportion of waste to landfill being organic 
(food) material.  The reason given in the report for the low recycling or reusing rate of food waste is 
that it is difficult to separate from other waste.  On the other hand, the food and beverage industry 
does have a high rate of glass (90 per cent), and metal (40 per cent) recycling.  The recycling rate 
for plastics is a mere 10 per cent as many plastics, such as food wrappings and polystyrene boxes 
are not suitable for recycling. 
Food sourcing has environmental impacts in two areas: 1) the production of the food and 2) post-
production transporting.  Industrial, mass food production potentially has harmful environmental 
effects through poor soil management, the use of pesticides, herbicides and antibiotics, water 
irrigation, deforestation, fertiliser use, genetic-modification (Pretty, Ball, Lang, & Morison, 2005 
and the reduction of biodiversity (Kimbrell, 2002).  Food miles have become a discussion point 
with criticism of the global transportation of food products (Pretty et al., 2005).  The importing and 
exporting of specialty food products is a feature of this industry, in that certain items can only be 
produced in particular geographic areas.   For example, Parmigiano-Reggiano cheese comes only 
from a specific region in Italy as champagne comes only from a region of that name in France.  
Some establishments want to use these ingredients on their menus and customers expect to be 
                                                 
9 In this report, the construction industry was considered a separate category and, therefore, not included in the data.  
The construction industry is estimated as contributing 16.5 thousand tonnes of waste.  The report also assumed mining, 
agriculture, forestry and fishing industries disposed of their waste on-site, therefore not adding to the landfill. 
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served such foods.  This debate over food production and transportation has led some restaurants to 
concentrate on locally sourced, seasonal or organic foods. 
Social Impact  
The social impact of this industry is threefold:  
1) On employment and training — the restaurant industry in Australia and New Zealand has 
traditionally provided work for those wanting part-time employment.  For many working in 
hospitality, it is often their first job with fast food chains employing young, low cost people 
as a means of controlling their wage budgets.  Thus, the industry is important for training 
and socialising people new to the labour force.   
2) Our rich tradition of people eating out is a marker of society because it provides the setting 
for entertainment, leisure, celebrations and business.   Developing relationships over coffee 
and meals is common, with fewer people using the home as the venue for hospitality.  
Australians, on average, eat out about four times per month (Ting, 2013). 
3) In changing the socio-culture as more people eat out — this increase is possibly for two 
reasons: (i) people are too busy to purchase, prepare, and cook at home because cooking is 
yet another chore to add to cleaning, taking out the rubbish and laundry; (ii) generationally, 
there is a decrease in home cooking skills either because fewer culinary skills are learnt in 
the home or in the contemporary school curriculum. 
4.3.2 Selection of Organisations 
I set two criteria for selecting research participants based on what was required after combining 
practice theory and phenomenography.  First, the participants needed to be actively engaged in the 
practice of sustainability.  Second, the widest possible variation in the practice and understanding of 
sustainability was required. 
To meet the first criterion, restaurants had to exhibit a clear sustainability stance, judged through 
either self-nomination or others nominating them.  By selecting those with a stated sustainability 
focus, this study assumed they were actively practising sustainability.  Although, literature does 
provide the attributes of pro-sustainability organisations (Darnall, Henriques, & Sadorsky, 2010; 
Epstein, 2008; Ramus, 2002; Ricart, Rodriguez, Sanchez, & Ventoso, 2005), this literature was not 
taken into consideration as these attributes were based on large organisations.  Using someone 
else’s understanding of sustainability to determine which participants to include, overlooks those 
who understand and practise it differently, therefore, potentially skewing results. 
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Instead, in this study, I determined whether organisations are practising sustainability by whether 
they had a clear sustainability or environmental policy or acknowledged by others as taking such a 
stance.   For large, often corporately owned organisations, verification was sought by assessing 
documentation available online like their environmental or sustainability strategy.  For small to 
medium-sized, usually independently owned, enterprises, such verification was not often possible 
so I used media reports about sustainable restaurants as a source of identification and provided an 
external assessment of an enterprise’s sustainability credentials.  In some instances, the restaurant’s 
website provided cues written into menus and ‘about us’ information.  Phrases such as ‘line caught 
fish’, ‘seasonal fruit and vegetables’, ‘locally sourced’ and ‘ethically produced’ became a proxy for 
having a sustainability policy.  Word-of mouth from colleagues and those in the industry, with 
follow-up verification, became another source of identification. 
The second criterion, derived from phenomenography requiring the widest variation of 
understandings, in this case, from within the industry.  As participants’ understandings were 
unlikely to be known prior to data collection, two proxies were used to achieve this variation of 
understanding.  These proxies were: 1) restaurant type, and 2) size of enterprise.   I provide an 
explanation for using these two proxies below. 
Given the numerous published typologies within hospitality research, how to classify restaurants is 
debated.  Restaurant classifications vary with family-popular, atmosphere and gourmet (Lewis, 
1980), casual, upscale casual and fine dining (Noone et al., 2007), quick service, midscale, 
moderate upscale, upscale, business dining and generic (Muller & Woods, 1994), quick, family-
style and fine dining (Hsu, Byun, & Yang, 1998), and fast food, family, and atmosphere (Cadotte, 
Woodruff, & Jenkins, 1987) being the more prominent ones.  Therefore, with little agreement on 
how to classify restaurants in the literature, a decision was made to simplify these classifications 
into three: Fast Food, Informal and Formal10 restaurants.  Clear distinctions were used to create this 
simplified typology based on the level of service provided, the menu offered, and the pricing 
structure.  In many respects, these are related; for example, low level service and limited menus are 
designed to reduce cost, reflected in a low price structure such as a fast food outlet like McDonalds.  
The simplified typology is presented in Table 4-1 with various characteristics derived from the 
literature to show the differences between each of these three classifications. 
                                                 
10 Food service providers such as schools, hospitals and catering companies were not included with this classification as 
they are a special category with characteristics different from those normally associated as being a restaurant.  These 
characteristics include having a more stable clientele like aged care facilities or are involved in one-off catering events 
such as weddings. 
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By using type of restaurant as a proxy for variation in practice and understanding sustainability, I 
made two assumptions.  Firstly, different restaurant types would be practising different forms of 
sustainability.  For example, fast food enterprises with a low pricing structure are more likely to 
source cheaper food compared to formal restaurant that may be more concerned with quality, and 
how it is produced.  Secondly, using all three classifications would indicate the variation in how 
sustainability is practised.   
The second proxy used to achieve maximum variation in managers’ practice and understanding of 
sustainability is firm size.  Firm size is commonly used to measure organisational resources 
(Aragón-Correa, 1998; Aragón-Correa et al., 2008) under the assumption that larger firms have 
greater resources to commit to incorporating sustainability practices. 
Large firms are common research subjects as they are viewed as having a greater impact on the 
environment, can commit higher levels of resources to environmental and social concerns (Aragón-
Correa et al., 2008; Loucks et al., 2010), and are more likely to attract the interest of environmental 
action groups and lobbyists (Hawn & Ioannou, 2016; Sharma & Henriques, 2005).  Yet, in large 
organisations, the ability to go beyond the mandate of profit-maximisation is potentially moderated 
by board and shareholder expectations, thus placing constraints on their ability to be pro-active 
(Bansal, 2005; Carroll, 1979; Stubbs et al., 2013).  Large enterprises are also perceived as having a 
greater resistance to change (Hoffman, 2001; Hoffman & Bazerman, 2007) and are less likely to 
have a coherent commitment to sustainability (Drumwright, 1994; Thomas & Lamm, 2012), even if 
governed by sustainability strategies and policies. 
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Table 4-1 Classification of Restaurants and the Characteristics of Each Classification 
Restaurant 
Classification 
Level of Service Menu Offering Price Characteristics References 
Fast Food Counter service  
Pay and collect at 
counter 
Limited menu $ Catering to extremely price sensitive 
customers 
Simple decor  
Disposable containers 
Conveniently located, can be drive-through 
Production can be highly automated 
Cadotte, Woodruff, and Jenkins (1987); 
Hsu, Byun, and Yang (1998); 
Muller and Woods (1994); 
Walker (2008) 
Informal 
For example; 
cafe, family-style 
restaurant 
Order and pay at 
counter 
Limited table 
service 
Limited menu $$ Relaxed , unpretentious, informal, homely 
decor 
Frequent with partner, family, friend May not 
need to reserve table 
Family friendly - special children's menu 
Buffet/smorgasbord 
Hsu et al.  (1998); 
Muller and Woods (1994); 
Noone, Kimes, Mattila, and Wirtz (2007); 
Walker (2008) 
Formal 
For example; fine 
dining, 
international hotel 
Full-table service Extensive menu 
a la carte menu 
$$$ - 
$$$$ 
Luxurious atmosphere, expensive table 
setting 
May have dress code  
Reservations advised  
Culinary-school trained chefs 
Highly experienced wine and wait staff 
Muller and Woods (1994); 
Noone et al.  (2007); 
Lewis (1980); 
Hsu et al.  (1998); 
Walker (2008) 
Key: $ = low price bracket,  
$$ = mid-range price bracket,  
$$$-$$$$ = high price bracket 
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Small to medium-sized enterprises are often overlooked in sustainability research because 
researchers varyingly perceive that they have lower environmental impacts (Brammer et al., 2012; 
Condon, 2004), a lack of financial resources (Graafland & Smid, forthcoming), limited skills or 
experience (Graafland & Smid, forthcoming; Hillary, 2004), and have limited time (Bos-Brouwers, 
2010).  These types of enterprises, though, tend to be resourceful because they can react quickly to 
change (Condon, 2004) and remain entrepreneurial or innovative (Aragón-Correa et al., 2008; 
Jenkins, 2009).  Owners of small and medium enterprises can make sustainability decisions without 
the restrictions of boards and shareholders.  Without the restrictions imposed by shareholders to 
maximise profits makes possible a wider range of non-business goals and corresponding practices 
(Jenkins, 2009).  The activities adopted by small to medium-sized enterprises may reflect their 
manager’s own management style and an underlying personal business philosophy that creates 
sustainability initiatives (Hemingway & Maclagan, 2004; Kearins et al., 2010; Williams & 
Schaefer, 2013). 
To summarise, the first selection criteria is each organisation shows a commitment to sustainability, 
and second, to ensure maximum variation in the ways sustainability is practised, the proxies of 
restaurant classification and firm size are used.   The second criteria forms a two by three matrix, 
comprising of large or small to medium-sized enterprises for firm size and fast food, informal and 
formal for restaurant type (see Table 4-2). 
Table 4-2 Sampling Scheme Based on Restaurant Classification and Size of Enterprise 
 Size of Establishment 
Restaurant Classification Large Enterprise Small-medium Enterprise 
Fast Food For example takeaway 
foods 
  
Informal For example café, family 
style 
  
Formal For example fine dining, hotel   
 
4.3.3 Selection of Participants  
As previously presented, when recruiting participants for phenomenographic research, the aim is to 
have the widest possible variation in people who are actively engaged in or practising sustainability 
(Bowden, 1996).  It was decided that the participants needed to be those who have the most 
influence over the operations of the organisation, therefore having the most power to implement 
sustainability.  The literature refers to them as being sustainability champions (Drumwright, 1994; 
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Egels-Zandén & Rosén, 2014; Roome & Louche, 2016), whereby an individual takes on this role to 
introduce, create or promote positive sustainability changes (Andersson & Bateman, 2000).  Those 
with this type of authority either are the owner or have a managerial role within the organisation 
concerned.  By interviewing this sustainability champion, they have “the advantage of hands-on 
experience with the topic in question” (Hockerts, 2015: 109).  A potential limitation of using the 
champion was that participants may be tempted to present their activities and understandings 
favourably, and ignore the less favourable aspects.  Using two data collection and analysis phases 
overcame this limitation. 
4.4 A Two Phase Research Approach 
To accommodate my combining practice theory and phenomenography.  I developed a two-phase 
research design.  As previously explained in Section 4.2.1, each lends itself to different data collect 
methods (Sandberg & Dall'Alba, 2009; Schatzki, 2012), yet instead of conflicting, they become 
complementary through my two-phase research. 
Phase One was designed to collect data that would enable the difference ways of practising 
sustainability to be identified.  Interviews became the primary data collection approach, following 
previous phenomenographic research (O'Leary & Sandberg, 2016; Sandberg, 2000; Wright, 
Murray, & Geale, 2007).  This phase was designed to find out “what matters and what doesn’t” 
(Sandberg & Tsoukas, 2016: 192) especially the activities associated with being sustainable.  
However, I acknowledge the limitations in collecting data through interviews. 
Interviews potentially provide participants with the opportunity to filter their responses to what they 
think the researcher wants to hear, and tend to be a reflective view of past actions (Alvesson, 2003) 
rather than current activities.  Thus, Phase One, using solely interviews, was insufficient to collect 
data for practice theory research.  Incongruity can occur between actions and narratives (Zbaracki, 
1998) resulting in what manager says they do contradicting what they actually do (Meyer & Rowan, 
1977).  A gap, therefore, occurs between the outward adoption of a practice (what they say they do) 
and its actual performance (what they do do).  During the planning of this research, it became 
obvious that relying on interview data was insufficient to overcome this weakness.  Having a 
second data collection phase became my means of removing them. 
Phase Two focused on collecting observational data, as studying practices cannot rely on interviews 
entirely (Nicolini, 2012).  The observational data therefore confirms or denies the claims made in 
the interviews, the discrepancies between said the ‘sayings’ of the interviews, with their inherent 
biases, and the ‘doings’.  In Phase Two, I returned to a number of restaurants previously involved in 
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Phase One to conduct observations, to first validate the information provided in Phase One, and 
second identify activities not previously forthcoming from the interviews. 
Prior to contacting and interviewing the participants, ethics approval was sought and obtained from 
the University of Queensland Business School’s Ethics Committee.  Appendix 3 outlines the steps 
taken to ensure the ethical conduct of my research and Appendix 4 displays the Ethics Committee’s 
approval letter. 
4.5 Contacting Participants 
Having previously worked as a cook and manager in restaurant kitchens for 20 years, I came to the 
research and, consequently, the data collection phase as an informed researcher.  Having this 
industry background allowed me to understand how to frame the initial contact and secure an 
interview.  This industry experience also provided me with rapport with the participants as we 
shared a lived experience.  With my experience and knowledge of industry specific terminology, 
such as cooking terms or unique jargon, allowed the interview to flow, as interviewees did not have 
to explain them. 
I obtained my first few interviews through contacts I retained in the industry who were either 
willing to participate or kindly arranged interviews with their network.  I also contacted other 
potential participants through emails to restaurants that I had researched through the internet and 
media reports, or through interested colleagues who had contacts in the industry.  From these 
interviews, snowball sampling also occurred.  Those who are in this industry tend to have extensive 
networks with many restaurateurs and chefs having trained or worked with each other.   Many of 
those who provided further people to contact gave me permission to use their name to verify whom 
I was, thus making introductions easy. 
Primarily contact was usually through a short email to gain their interest.  I introduced myself, my 
university, and briefly described my research project.  I also mentioned my previous experience as a 
cook and that the project had ethics approval.  Knowing how busy restaurateurs and chefs are I 
assured them that the interview would last between only 60 to 90 minutes but could be adapted to 
their schedules.  One respondent did comment about how the email appeared to him: 
I could understand from your email too that you gave a damn …well [I thought], this person 
deserves my time.  (Fred) 
If an email was sent, and I received no reply after one week, I followed up with a phone call; it was 
usually received positively accompanied by the comment:  
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Yes, I saw that email.  I meant to reply but I have been so busy.  When would you like to 
meet? 
A few were only available for 30 minutes, so I adapted the interview protocol to this time.  For all 
interviews, once the arranged appointment time was up, I would inform the participant allowing 
them control over finishing the conversation.  However, many willingly talked longer than the 
initial appointment time. 
For Phase One, 34 potential participants were approached with a total of 25 interviews being 
conducted, thus achieving a 74 per cent response rate.  Table 4-3 summarises the number of 
participants in each sampling section showing that at least one participated per segment.  It has to be 
acknowledged that the spread of participants across the different segments is uneven despite 
attempts to have similar numbers in each.  Gaining access to large enterprises was difficult because 
different forms of gatekeeping hindered contact with the participant I identified as the sustainability 
champion.  When approaching these organisations, I found that I was either directed to the 
marketing department, or informed of the policy governing whether interviews were permitted or 
not. 
Table 4-3 Number of Participants According to the Sampling Scheme 
 Size of Establishment 
Restaurant Classification Large Enterprise Small-medium 
Enterprise 
Fast Food  1 2 
Informal  1 6 
Formal  6 9 
Total 8 17 
 
Arranging for the data collection for Phase Two was more difficult.  I intended to observe one or 
two restaurants from each of the ways of practising sustainability after the collection for and 
analysing the data for Phase One .  During Phase One, some participants had expressed interest in 
allowing observations.  For these, I quickly arranged a return visit due to unique industry 
characteristics with its high staff turnover (Pizam & Shani, 2009) and firm failure rate (Parsa et al., 
2005).  For the large organisations, arranging access took longer.  Those I approached expressed 
two main concerns: The first concern was around the privacy of commercially sensitive 
information, with occupational health and safety in kitchens being the second concern.  The privacy 
issues were overcome with the ethics approval and assurance of confidentiality.  The health and 
safety risk was resolved through my provision of student personal accident insurance and public 
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liability insurance certificates.  Notable was the difference in the health and safety approaches 
between Australia and New Zealand.  Australian participants in Phase Two required these legal 
assurances from the University of Queensland, while New Zealand, being covered by a universal 
public accident compensation scheme, did not require insurance.  They needed to know only 
whether I was familiar with working in kitchens, and if deemed I was in the way, I would leave 
when requested. 
4.6 Data Collection and Analysis 
The next sections detail the two phases of data collection and their analysis. 
4.6.1 Phase One (collection + analysis) 
4.6.1.1 Data collection 
Interviews were the primary data collection mode of Phase One and they provided reflective space 
(Sandberg & Alvesson, 2011) for participants to emphasise those activities that they identify as 
being important to their practice of sustainability.  The data collection was analysed before 
progressing to Phase Two of the research. 
Interview protocol 
Open-ended, semi-structured questions allowed the interviewee to explore and explain their 
perspective of the activities associated with how they practise sustainability (Marton, 1988; 
Svensson, 1997).  As previously discussed, practices are repeated activities that, once established, 
can be carried out with negligible thought (Nicolini, 2012).  The interview questions, therefore, 
were designed allow the participants to deliberately reflect on and identify activities peculiar to their 
practice of sustainability (Sandberg & Tsoukas, 2011).  The interview protocol directed them, so 
that they focus on what activities they do when enacting sustainability.  Having this protocol also 
allowed the data to be compared across all participants, by using consistent questioning in all 
interviews. 
The research protocol (see Appendix 2) was structured so it did not lead the interviewee.  For 
example, I did not define sustainability at any point prior to or during the interview.  The protocol 
was designed around two questions: How is sustainability practised at the establishment, and how 
would you define sustainability.  The first sought to elicit responses on the activities that 
participants considered part of their restaurants ways of being sustainable.  The questioning on how 
sustainability is practised was repeated many times until the interviewees said that they ‘couldn’t 
think of any more’.  As the interview progressed, responses to other questions often included further 
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aspects of sustainable activities that the initial question did not elicit.  To gain detail, I used follow 
up questions such as: ‘Can you please explain this further?’, ‘Earlier on you mentioned (insert 
phrase); can you please elaborate on this?’ ‘What do you mean when you said (insert phrase)?’ The 
second line of questioning about how the interviewee defined sustainability was deliberately 
positioned at the end of the interview to prevent the definition from influencing any subsequent 
responses.  The interviewees defined sustainability independently without guidance from the 
researcher. 
Interview situation 
Face-to-face interviews were conducted with the participants at a location convenient to them being, 
in most circumstances, at the restaurant they were involved with.   This location allowed me to take 
extensive field notes in addition to the interview data.  Three were conducted at unrelated cafés and 
one at the participant’s home.  There was no ideal quiet interview situation.  Either staff or 
customers and general noise from the restaurant or kitchen, or the participant’s children (the one 
conducted at home) interrupted the interview.  At one site, the restaurant was being renovated so the 
interview involved building noises such as hammering and power tools.  Fortunately, excessive 
noise did not obscure any of the interviews. 
Once I arrived at the interview location, I was generally asked if I would like a drink; tea, coffee or 
water.  Being mindful of their busyness, I would start the interview promptly.  As I was interested 
in their sustainability efforts and opinions, I tried to allow the interview to flow freely with few 
interruptions from me.  Only if the responses were going off track did I interrupt to guide the 
interviewee back to the questions. 
Once the interview was over, some offered to give me a tour of the restaurant and kitchens, which I 
accepted.  This gave me the opportunity to collect field notes on whether the practices stated in the 
interview could be observed.  One participant mentioned that they had a staff meeting every day at 
which all employees were expected to attend.  I boldly asked if I could attend that day’s meeting 
and was given permission.  Another interviewee, from an interview conducted away from their own 
restaurant, invited me to their restaurant for a visit and tour.  This, too, I accepted and had an 
extensive tour of the kitchen, kitchen gardens, and commercial orchard. 
In addition to tours of the restaurants, and as opportunities arose, I would eat at the restaurant.  With 
the permission of the interviewee, I would book dinner, and arrive as a normal paying guest to 
experience the food and service.  I was often seated near the kitchen, if open-plan, so that I could 
observe the kitchen and thus further understand their sustainability activities. 
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Documenting the interview 
In keeping with the practice approach, the interviews documented both the talk and activities using 
a mixture of field-notes and recordings.  I also took brief notes during the interviews to record 
responses that I needed to return to later in the interview.  The interviews were digitally recorded 
and transcribed verbatim, the first 14 by me and the remaining 11 interviews by a transcription 
service.  All transcriptions were checked against the original audio for accuracy.  In total 1380 
minutes of interviews were recorded resulting in 336 pages of transcripts. 
All participants were asked if they would like a copy of their transcribed interview.  Twenty out of 
the 25 interviewees requested a copy.  After I returned the transcripts, a few participants responded 
along the lines of: It made me feel proud of our achievements to read your transcript — please keep 
me updated on your developments — I am keen to stay in the loop (Steven).   
Once each interview was completed, my extensive field notes were written and textually recorded.  
If possible, they described the restaurant, its floorplan, observations of interactions with other 
people, any observable sustainability activities, and my impressions of the interviewee’s demeanour 
or reaction to the questions.  These field notes amounted to 52 pages. 
In addition to the interviews and field notes, documentary evidence was captured at the time of the 
interview, especially the restaurants on-line material such as menus, wine lists, information on 
websites, and formal restaurant reviews.  If permitted, photographs were taken.  All data sources, 
including the documentary evidence, were stored in Nvivo for security and convenience. 
Overview of the participants 
Table 4-4 overviews the participants, their classification by size and type of restaurant, and the 
country where the establishment is located.  As a number of participants had won major food or 
sustainability awards, I included this information to show that their standing within the restaurant 
community had been publicly acknowledged.  Because I guaranteed anonymity to participants, I 
feel it unwise to state more explicitly the name of each award.  Because the restaurant community in 
Australia and New Zealand is small, naming the award could increase the possibility of identifying 
the restaurant and, therefore, the participant.  
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Table 4-4 Overview of Participants 
Participant11 Size of 
Enterprise 
Type of 
Restaurant 
Position Awards Country 
Andrew  SME Fast Food Owner  New Zealand 
Barbara  Large Informal Operations Manager Sustainability Australia 
Christine SME Informal Owner  New Zealand 
Dennis  SME Fast Food Owner  Australia 
Edmund * SME Formal Executive Chef Food New Zealand 
Eunice * Large Formal Executive Chef  Australia 
Fred SME Formal Owner/Chef Food Australia 
George  Large Fast Food Operations Manager  New Zealand 
Helen * SME Informal Owner/Chef Food New Zealand 
Ian * SME Informal Head Chef  New Zealand 
Jean  SME Formal Owner/Chef  Australia 
Karina * Large Informal Owner  Australia 
Lucy  Large Formal Executive Chef Food Australia 
Mary SME Formal Owner Food New Zealand 
Neil * SME Formal Owner/Chef Food New Zealand 
Owen  Large Formal Chef de Partie Food Australia 
Pam  SME Formal Owner/Chef Food Australia 
Quentin SME Informal Owner  Australia 
Ross  Large Formal/Informal Executive Chef Sustainability Australia 
Steven  SME Informal Owner  New Zealand 
Terry SME Formal Executive Chef  New Zealand 
Vincent  SME Formal Owner/Chef  Australia 
Winifred SME Formal Owner/Consultant Food New Zealand 
Xavier  SME Formal Owner/Chef  Australia 
Yani * SME Informal Owner/Chef  New Zealand 
* Participants who provided access for observational data collection 
4.6.1.2 Data Analysis 
Data analysis required me to combine practice theory and phenomenography.  Practice theory 
directed me to the unit of analysis12 (Reckwitz, 2002) while phenomenography informed the 
analysis process and presentation of results (Åkerlind, 2012; Sandberg, 2000; Wright et al., 2007).  
Both contributed by taking the focus from interviewees through 1) identifying the activities that 
                                                 
11 All participants’ names were changed to protect their identity in accordance with ethics approval.  In ascribing 
pseudonyms, gender names are randomised. 
12 A unit of analysis is “the subject (the who or what) of study about which the analyst may generalize” 
(http://methods.sagepub.com/reference/the-sage-encyclopedia-of-social-science-research-methods/n1051.xml) 
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determine the ways of practising sustainability, and 2) how these activities are organised into ways 
of practice (Nicolini, 2012).  The final outcome of the analysis is to determine the various ways of 
practising sustainability where no single participant has supremacy. 
When taking a practice approach, the unit of analysis are the activities (Reckwitz, 2002; 
Orlikowski, 2002) at the location where “working, organizing, innovating or reproducing occurs” 
(Gherardi, 2012: 2).  By taking a practice approach, it is the activities and their organisation into 
structures that are important when analysing the empirical material to identify the ways managers 
practise sustainability.  Individuals, therefore, are not central to the analysis, as it is what they do 
and say is important (Brand, 2010; Nicolini, 2012). 
Analysis process  
Looking to research using phenomenography, two applications emerge for describing data analysis.  
The first provides little or no explanation (Gibbings et al.; Reid & Petocz, 2006; Schroer et al., 
2015) leaving doubts about its rigour and, therefore, derived results.  The second group details the 
analysis as being structured and rational (Lamb et al., 2011; Sandberg, 2000; Wright et al., 2007).  
However, each explanation, based the researchers’ preference, is different.  Therefore, I took the 
second group’s approach and its logical, iterative process. 
Phenomenography requires that categories should not be determined prior to data analysis (Tesch, 
1990) by bracketing prior knowledge (Wright et al., 2007).  This bracketing can be difficult as I was 
immersed in the literature prior to data collection. 
Data analysis involved an inductive iterative process through repeated rounds of reading in the 
pursuit of valid and reliable results.  Analysis involved seven distinct rounds of reading, although, 
at times, the lines blurred between different phases.  The phases, described below, were based 
loosely on aspects of Schatzki’s practice approach of activities, arrays of activities, practical and 
general understandings, and ways of practising.  Phenomenographic research results in the 
generation of stable categories of understanding, so this iterative process is designed for that 
purpose.   Any definitions of sustainability provided by participants during the interviews were 
ignored as my research emphasises the practice of sustainability.  Further, any credence paid to 
participants’ definitions could potentially influence the results. 
(a) Reading for familiarity to gain a feel for the data is an essential phase especially as data 
collection took several months.  Initially, I achieved high level familiarity with the data by 
transcribing the first 14 interviews myself and through scrupulously checking the transcripts against 
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the original recording for the remaining 11 non-self-transcribed interviews.  Once transcription was 
finished, all the interviews were re-read in their entirety. 
(b) Reading for practical understanding focused on the ‘how is’ sustainability understood measured 
by how the participants’ sustainability activities relate to become distinctive organised 
arrangements of activities (Sandberg & Tsoukas, 2016; Schatzki, 2012).  Often there was a 
particular overarching significance placed on a unique set of activities and their ordering 
emphasised by the interviewee.  For example, some of the interviewees stressed activities 
associated with stakeholder engagement compared to others who emphasised the importance of 
sourcing materials.  The transcripts often contained cues to the reasons for why particular activities 
were appropriate as interviewees perform their practical understanding of the practice of 
sustainability.  During this phase, I initially grouped transcripts based on their similar practical 
understandings. 
(c) Reading for specific activities examined the detailed activities in the transcripts to identify the 
text that were specific to sustainability.  For example, I found many participants talking about 
managing waste while I read their practical understanding.  After further analysis, I identified 
different activities associated with managing waste such as separating, recycling, reusing, 
composting, reducing, returning, and preserving.  Examining the practice of sustainability at this 
level of analysis enabled me to expose the real variety of activities and their degree of importance to 
the interviewee. 
(d) Reading for how the arrays of activities were organised considered how the activities were 
organised around practical understandings and, eventually, general understandings.  This reading 
sought the patterns and routines of activities which make up the practices (Everts et al., 2011; 
Schatzki, 2002), and the importance of these practices to the interviewees (Schatzki, 2002). 
The analysis moved iteratively between readings (c) and (d) to gain a comprehensive view of 
specific sustainability activities and how each relates with others to when organised into sets of 
activities.  During these readings, the complexity linkages among the activities, sets of activities and 
the practical understanding became evident.  My purpose for each of these two rounds of reading 
was to rigorously categorise transcripts similar in practical understandings and with comparable 
day-to-day activities by allocating and reallocating them.  A small number of transcripts were 
difficult to categorise, as they would not fit clearly into one or another understanding.  On 
consulting one of my PhD advisors about this lack of clarity, he suggested that some participants 
might be transitioning their way of practising, which would explain my confusion about activities.  I 
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based my final decision on which category they fitted on what I ascertained to be the predominant 
practical understanding and the complexity of organising the activities. 
(e) Reading for similarities within the groups involved sorting through a group of transcripts to find 
a similar way of practising sustainability, as a confirmation phase.  In this phase, each transcript 
was read and compared to the others allocated to this group to answer: does each of these 
participants use similar activities and are the activities organised around a shared practical 
understanding of sustainability? During this phase of analysis, a few transcripts were moved 
between the different ways of practising until the categories stabilised.  Even after this phase, I still 
had uncertainty about the categorising of a few transcripts.   On reflection about Marton and 
Booth’s (1997) desire for parsimony through having the fewest categories for clarity, I was forcing 
transcript sorting into four categories.   This was resolved through later analysis. 
(f) Reading for comparison between the groups was a means to ensure that the categories were 
distinct from each other.  My critical analysis thought was: Is this way of practising sustainability 
different from the other ways? Once this phase finished, the categories became relatively stable at 
four different understandings of sustainability.  The difficulty to categorise a few transcripts 
remained during this phase so I decided to use a second person to review my analysis. 
(g) Reading by a critical dialogue partner finished proceedings.  Such a partner is one who assists 
by critically reading the research for a ‘second opinion’ (Trede, Higgs, & Rothwell, 2008).  The 
partner was outside of this research process and thus could provide alternative confidential 
perceptions of the data (Alvesson & Karreman, 2007).  While s/he had expertise in research, s/he 
understood little about the research context (restaurants), had no experience of the theoretical 
framing (practice theory), and only general knowledge about sustainability.  This phase of reading 
went through two sub-phases.  After providing a detailed explanation of what was required, s/he 
was given seven non-identified transcripts to read to see if they could be differentiated.  I asked this 
partner to identify whether these participants had similar or different ways of practising and 
understanding sustainability despite being unaware of my categories prior to their involvement with 
the study.  The researcher spent a day reading and re-reading these transcripts with the outcome 
being that s/he could see the variations within the sample interviews.  Once this sub-phase was 
successfully completed, the researcher was given all 25 transcripts to go through the same 
procedure.  Of the 25 transcripts, 19 were sorted into four ways of practising similar to my analysis.  
Of the remaining six, two (after some discussion) were assigned to established categories.13 
                                                 
13 The confusion caused by these two transcripts could be due to these participants being in a transition phase between 
two ways of practising sustainability thus having a mix of activities. 
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Considerable debate occurred over the remaining four on how sustainability was generally 
understood and how it was practised, resulting in a fifth category of understanding, thus better 
fitting my data.  This final phase, in two sub-phases, led to stability being achieved within and 
among the ways of practising sustainability. 
During these seven phases of reading, it became evident that the sustainability activities could also 
be grouped into sets of sustainability activities.  Initially, during data analysis, I attempted to 
classify the sustainability activities into the three triple bottom line dimensions: economic, 
environmental and social.  As data analysis progressed, it became increasingly difficult to analyse 
the data according to this model, as numerous activities did not neatly align with these dimensions.  
On further examination and reflection, the activities aligned to four main sets of activities: 
managing business affairs, managing materiality, managing people, and managing waste. 
Analytical outcomes 
Two outcomes were reached at the end of this iterative analysis.  The first was identifying of four 
sets of key sustainability activities the practice of sustainability.  These are: 
• Managing business affairs  
• Managing materiality 
• Managing people 
• Managing waste 
All participants clearly include each of these key sets of sustainability activities as part of their 
doing what made sense for them to do (Nicolini, 2012; Schatzki, 2012).  The variations in activities 
enacted within each key set of sustainability activities became the means for differentiating each 
way of practising sustainability. 
The second outcome was determining different ways that managers practise sustainability.  The 
resulting five ways of practising sustainability are analytically different through: 
a) Having different activities within each key set of sustainability activities, and 
b) The dominance of one (or more) key sets of sustainability activity for each way of practising 
sustainability. 
After Phase One data collection and analysis was completed, through developing five ways of 
practising sustainability, I conducted Phase 2 data collection and analysis. 
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4.6.2 Phase Two (collection + analysis) 
4.6.2.1 Data collection 
I observed seven research sites involved in Phase One, with each site being under observation for at 
least one day.  Because the size of some research sites was limited, I regularly became involved in 
the production process,14 thus fitting with my level of prior experience of working in professional 
kitchens.  In one place, I covered for a sick kitchenhand, at another, I helped with a showcase lunch 
for over 200 guests and, at a third, I helped roll 4000 meatballs for a music festival.  Observations 
with this level of access equate to my being a competent practitioner with insider knowledge of the 
research site (Gherardi, 2012; Gioia & Chittipeddi, 1991; Stierand, 2015). 
Aside from the person I was observing, all of the research sites had other staff working.  Owing to 
the culture of the restaurant industry, acceptance by these staff can be difficult especially when it is 
evident that they are being observed.  The person under observation often explained why I was 
there to overcome any misapprehension.  To reassure those on site, I would reassure them that 
nothing I heard or saw was going to be reported to ‘the boss’.  Becoming involved in the work on 
site reduced any natural distrust, and assisted my being accepted, usually within two-three hours of 
being on site.  I did notice that my responses to any kitchen banter was closely observed.  By either 
ignoring the sometimes ‘off-colour’ talk or smiling at their jokes, they could see that I was at home 
in the kitchen environment.  Observations were undoubtedly richer with my becoming one of the 
kitchen staff.  During this time, many of the staff became interested in my research and offered their 
opinions about sustainability, and its practice15. 
I made hand-written notes, because they are not an invasive form of data collection, they also 
assisted in my being accepted at the worksite involved.  The note-taking allowed staff to read over 
my shoulder, or I would read out sections from my notes, when asked what I was writing.  They 
were later typed and stored electronically.  I also collected photographic evidence and did drawings 
of the kitchen and restaurant layout when I was permitted. 
I spent 14 days observing within seven establishments plus other forms of briefer observations at 
others when allowed.  In summary, of the other 18 restaurants: 
• two provided guided tours of the kitchen or gardens, and 
• one gave permission to attend a daily staff meeting. 
                                                 
14 I had previously worked as a cook and chef for 20 years therefore was familiar with this work environment and had 
the skills, although somewhat rusty, to participate when requested. 
15 I also learnt new cooking tips and techniques and ate exceedingly well. 
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In addition I ate, usually dinner, at 15 of the original 25 restaurants where I conducted interviews 
Because of these full or partial observation opportunities, 119 hours of observations were 
conducted, resulting in 126 pages of typed notes.  The observational data points are summarised in 
Table 4-5. 
Table 4-5 Overview of Observational Participants 
Participant Size of 
Enterprise 
Type of 
Restaurant 
Position Observation 
Type 
Dined At 
Christine SME Informal Owner  Yes 
Dennis  SME Fast Food Owner  Yes 
Edmund SME Formal Executive Chef 3 days Yes 
Eunice Large Formal Executive Chef 2 days Yes 
Fred SME Formal Owner/Chef Staff Meeting  
Helen SME Informal Owner/Chef 2 days Yes 
Ian SME Informal Head Chef 1 day Yes 
Jean  SME Formal Owner/Chef  Yes 
Karina Large Informal Owner 2 days Yes 
Lucy  Large Formal Executive Chef  Yes 
Neil SME Formal Owner/Chef 2 days  
Owen  Large Formal Chef de Partie  Yes 
Pam  SME Formal Owner/Chef  Yes 
Quentin SME Informal Owner  Yes 
Steven  SME Informal Owner Tour Yes 
Terry SME Formal Executive Chef Tour  
Xavier  SME Formal Owner/Chef  Yes 
Yani SME Informal Owner/Chef 2 days Yes 
 
4.6.2.2 Data Analysis 
The data analysis for Phase Two was used to confirm the ways of practising derived from Phase 
One, and further detail common sustainability activities typical for each way of practising it.  There 
was also a process of reconciling any discrepancies between the activities spoken about in Phase 
One interviews and any deviant observable activities. 
4.6.2.3 Analysis process 
The dominant question used during Stage Two was: Do the observations support the different ways 
of practising sustainability identified in Phase One? My responsibility, therefore, was to compare 
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the observational data with the way of practising sustainability expressed by the interview subjects.  
Miles and Huberman (1994) advise that a matrix of categories should be constructed to organise the 
evidence derived.  Therefore, using the key sets of sustainability activities and their related 
activities resulting from Phase One, I developed matrices to analyse the data collected during Phase 
Two.  Taking each individual way of practising sustainability as a category, the evidence collected 
for each way was read, activities identified, and then allocated to a key set of sustainability 
activities.  See Appendix 4 for sample of a matrix for one way of practising and understanding 
sustainability.16 
The building up of each matrix continued until all data from the participant observations, websites, 
menus, photos and other documentary evidence had been evaluated and allocated.  I compared any 
deviant data to other evidence to see if there were any anomalies.  If the weight of all the other 
evidence showed anything anomalous, the deviant data was discarded.  If the deviant behaviour was 
shown to be a routine activity (where the saying did not match the doing, and the doing was the 
dominant practice), the original designation was re-evaluated and changed. 
4.6.3 The Disorder of Research 
Although the data collection was intended to be linear with Phase 1 to be completed and analysed 
before Phase 2 commenced, this did not occur.  Early on, it became apparent that, owing to the 
nature of the restaurant industry, this would not be possible.  With restaurants having high 
employee turnover and some tending to be short-lived, the collection of data in Phases One and 
Two often occurred simultaneously.  If an opportunity was available to return to a restaurant for 
observations then the offer was accepted and conducted as soon as practicable.  In hindsight, this 
was the right decision.  In the two-years of data collection, two interviewees, Ian and Pam, had 
moved to other restaurants.   In addition, another two restaurant owners, Mary and Yani, had either 
closed their restaurants permanently or had sold one and opened another.  After Phase 1’s data 
collection and analysis had completed, the gaps in the observations data were filled.  Thus, all the 
ways of practising sustainability had at least one set of observational data with some having two.  
This disorder of research is in keeping with Edmondson and McManus (2007): that data collection 
can adapt to specific research contexts and unforeseen happenings. 
4.7 Validity and Reliability of the Research Design  
Even after 40 years, questions remain about the veracity of phenomenographic research.  By 
explaining the means by which this research meets the standards of being “believable, accurate and 
                                                 
16 Only one sample observational matrix is provided in Appendix 4. 
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plausible” (Bloomberg & Volpe, 2008: 78), this section answers that criticism.  Within the 
qualitative research literature is an ongoing debate about which terminology to use when presenting 
the veracity of the research.  Many see that the terms of validity and reliability are universal for 
both positivist and interpretivist investigations (Brinkmann & Kvale, 2015; Miles & Huberman, 
1994; Saunders, Lewis, & Thornhill, 2012; Yin, 2014).  The counter view argues that validity and 
reliability are specific to positivist research and, therefore, interpretivist research requires 
terminology to reflect the different criteria used to evaluate the rigour of research (Bloomberg & 
Volpe, 2008; Bryman & Bell, 2015; Lincoln, Lynham, & Guba, 2011).  Those with this counter 
view prefer the terms authenticity and trustworthiness (Lincoln et al., 2011), or credibility and 
dependability (Bloomberg & Volpe, 2008).  For this research, I use the traditional, validity and 
reliability.  In deciding which aspects to focus on, I devise a comprehensive and useful means of 
improving the validity and reliability of phenomenographic studies by combining the approach of 
Wright et al.  (2007) with Åkerlind (2012) and Sandberg (1997, 2005).   
4.7.1 Validity 
Validating results is often of major concern in qualitative, interpretive research.  Validity is 
checking that the truth is told and that all possible areas of falsification are identified and removed 
(Brinkmann & Kvale, 2015).  In qualitative studies, validity is “the credibility of the 
interpretations” (Silverman, 2013: 285) that ensures that interpretations by a researcher truly reflect 
of the participant’s views and actions.  Validity therefore “does not belong to a separate stage of an 
investigation but permeates the entire research process” (Brinkmann & Kvale, 2015: 283) showing 
the whole investigation is accurate and rigorous.  My discussion about the research process through 
the previous chapters and my details of it in this chapter are part of this validation process.  In 
addition, openly subjecting the research process and the findings to a community for critique and 
negotiation is also part of validation (Lincoln et al., 2011).  For most phenomenographic research, 
the two main tests are communicative and pragmatic validity because the data are collected through 
interviews (Åkerlind, 2012; Brinkmann & Kvale, 2015; Sandberg, 2000). 
Communicative validity involves testing of the rigour of research by conversing with others.  
Sandberg (2005) provides three phases in which communicative validity can be accomplished.  The 
first occurs during data collection when researchers interact with participants, referred to as the 
community of interpretation (Kvale, 1995; Sandberg, 2005; Wright et al., 2007).  Developing this 
community involves building rapport between or among those involved on the research topic.  As I 
wanted to get a valid account of the practices undertaken at each restaurant, I provided a brief 
outline of the research topic so as not to influence the interview responses.  Instead, rapport was 
developed through identifying myself as an experienced chef with extensive prior knowledge of the 
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industry.  At the initial point of contact, I outlined the topic without defining sustainability.  An 
example of my opening email is: ‘I am conducting research into how restaurants, cafes and 
takeaways practise and understand sustainability.  … Given your commitment to practising 
sustainability, I was wondering if you would be willing to participate in my research project?’.  A 
similar introduction was included at the beginning of the interview.  At points during the interview, 
many participants would ask, ‘Is this the information you were looking for?’ or ‘Is this the answer 
you want?’.  If asked, I would reaffirm to the participants that I wanted only their views about 
sustainability and its practice.  A question about how participants defined sustainability was 
deliberately used as the final question (see Appendix 2) so as not to influence their responses to fit 
with their own earlier expressed definition. 
Communicative validity is also achieved by “striving for coherent interpretations” (Sandberg, 2005: 
55) with the idea of the parts reflecting the whole of a transcript and reverse.  During analysis, I 
read and interpreted the transcripts as a whole but also as a collection of parts as I sought specific 
activities that fit with the intention of the whole (Sandberg, 2005).  I could also discover the 
contradictions that occurred throughout the whole transcript.  Once the transcripts were sorted into 
different categories of practice, I checked further to ensure for the substantial similarities and 
differences expressed about each way of practising. 
In the third phase of communicative validity, conversations should occur with different audiences in 
various settings to see whether the results resonated and held (Åkerlind, 2012).  Throughout this 
study, I presented my work at two conferences, two doctoral workshops, and a University of 
Queensland RHD colloquium.  The results were, also, at the centre of a number of discussions with 
advisors and at the final milestone stage of the University of Queensland’s PhD process.  The ways 
of practising sustainability were also written on a colleague’s whiteboard for a time to invite general 
comment and critique.  The audiences were academics from within the sustainability discipline, 
from strategy and management groups, and those with expertise in phenomenography.  The 
challenging and refining of the results has thus been enlisted from these colleagues without their 
being aware of others’ voices.   
Pragmatic validity refers to whether the participants do what they say they do (Kvale, 1995; 
Sandberg, 2005; Wright et al., 2007).  Because I used interviews, and not ethnographic data 
collection, for Phase One of my research, discrepancies could occur between what the participants 
say they do and what they actually do (Sandberg, 2005).  Bias in reporting can occur when 
participants attempt to frame their responses by what they think the interviewer wants to hear 
(Alvesson, 2003). 
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To overcome this potential bias, pragmatic validity was achieved through two ways.  Firstly, the 
research protocol was written so as not to provide the participant with a definition or explanation of 
what sustainability is until the end of the interview.  Thus, participants had to respond through their 
own perception of and experiences with sustainability.   
Secondly, pragmatic validity can be achieved by observing the activities described in each interview 
(Kvale, 1995) and the physical environment of the research site.  Observations were included in this 
study for this purpose and existed in two forms.  Initially, for those interviews conducted on-site, I 
was able to observe restrictedly while interviewing.  Detailed field notes were taken especially 
noting any observable practices stated in the interview.  Pragmatic validity also occurred through 
Phase Two of the research, as I observed at seven establishments at which I had already interviewed 
during Phase One.  On average, two days per site were spent following and taking detailed notes on 
the activities in the kitchens, and to a lesser extent, the restaurants.  These observations were often 
conducted from when the kitchen started work for the day until the restaurant closed for the 
evening.  I found that I was given freedom to move throughout the kitchens as long as I was not in 
the way.  Through these observations, I was able to validate the responses to the interviews in Phase 
One. 
4.7.2 Reliability 
Reliability in positivist research refers to the replicability of the research, where if the research is 
repeated, the results remain the same.  With interpretive work, reliability depends on whether 
truthful interpretations are achieved through an open and trusted process (Miles & Huberman, 1994; 
Sandberg, 2005).  Reliability can be achieved by using checks during the entire research process 
and at the results stage.  Interpretative awareness (Sandberg, 2005) is one of the major forms of 
ensuring reliability in phenomenographic research, while participant and transcript reliability will 
also ensure veracity of results (Wright et al., 2007). 
Interpretative awareness is a “procedure for achieving truthful interpretations” (Sandberg, 2005: 
58) that should pervade the whole research process (Brinkmann & Kvale, 2015).  Researchers need 
to maintain interpretative awareness throughout the research process to control for their own biases 
and to ensure that they remain faithful to the lived experiences of the participants (Sandberg, 1997).  
The two main areas of concern are methodological rigour (Lincoln et al., 2011) and reducing 
subjectivity (Sandberg, 2005).  Methodological rigour is achieved by remaining aware of and 
adhering to the guidelines, derived from the literature, of how to conduct phenomenographic 
research (Lincoln et al., 2011). 
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To overcome bias subjectivity, I ensured that I retained the participant’s voice throughout the data 
collection, analysis and construction of the results.  As a researcher, I was privileged to be allowed 
into their lives and work and my responsibility is to tell their story accurately, without judgment, 
but with sensitivity.  I acknowledge that I have my own personal opinion of what sustainability is 
and how it should be practised, yet I had to ignore these, and any prior knowledge of sustainability, 
to develop results without bias or personal judgement.  Being aware that these biases could occur 
during all phases of the research (Brinkmann & Kvale, 2015; Sandberg, 2005) I used the guiding 
principles outlined by Sandberg (2005) to strengthen the research process.  The interview protocol 
was worded without inflection to avoid potential bias in the responses.  Any follow-up questions to 
prompt more details were worded in terms of: Can you explain x in more detail? Or, how would z 
be practised in your restaurant? During the interview, even if sought, I attempted to hold my own 
opinion, whether verbally or through my expressions.  During data analysis, I treated each transcript 
equally including those that expressed extreme views about sustainability.  Outliers (see definition 
in Miles & Huberman, 1994) are an essential component of phenomenographic research; because 
the widest possible range of participants is required, no extreme views were discarded from the 
participant pool. 
Although not mentioned by Sandberg (2005) and Wright et al.  (2007), participant reliability is also 
an area that is discussed in qualitative literature (Brinkmann & Kvale, 2015; Miles & Huberman, 
1994).  Participant reliability means ensuring that participants are trustworthy informants on the 
topic under examination (Miles & Huberman, 1994).  Reliability is ascertained when the participant 
is “knowledgeable, close to the event, action, process, or setting with which you’re concerned” 
(Miles & Huberman, 1994: 268).  When arranging the interviews, I ensured that I enlisted people 
with intimate knowledge of the sustainability practices of the restaurants, as owner or executive 
chef, and had the authority to agree to participate.  As managers their authority and intimacy are 
assumed, thus, they were a reliable source of information about the practices of their restaurant.  
Participant reliability was also evident from observations, field notes and documents are a means of 
checking, and the taking of extensive field notes are evidence of the expressed practices.  At one 
site an employee asked “How do you know that … was telling the truth?”, to which I responded; “I 
know as the chef becomes so passionate about their sustainability activities that they begin to swear 
during the interview”. 
Transcript reliability is rarely seen as an issue although discrepancies can occur when two people 
transcribe the same interview (Brinkmann & Kvale, 2015).  As I was using a transcribing service 
for some of the interviews, I reviewed each transcript checking for accuracy given that specialised 
kitchen and sustainability terminology was used.  For the interviews that I personally transcribed, I 
 74 
 
needed to overcome my own transcribing inadequacies.  I reviewed the interviews that I transcribed 
a number of times, picking up errors.  If some words remained unclear, I checked them with another 
person.  Participants were also given the opportunity to review a copy of the transcript as an 
additional quality assurance step.  Many replied that it was a true and accurate record, or they 
requested minor alterations. 
4.8 Summary 
This chapter describes the interpretive research methodology of this study that I used to understand 
how managers practise sustainability.  After seeking to answer my research question using 
Schatzki’s practice approach, phenomenography appeared to be the best research methodology for 
this study.  I chose the restaurant industry as a research context because it produces significant 
economic, environmental and social impacts.  This industry is often overlooked in sustainability 
research as being inconsequential, that is, fragmented and largely comprised of many small to 
medium-sized enterprises.  Two phases of data collection and analysis were conducted to 
compensate for the difficulties of my combining two approaches, namely, Schatzki’s practice 
approach and phenomenography.  Details of the collection and analysis of qualitative data are 
provided for both phases.  This chapter finished with a consideration of the validity and reliability 
of the research.  Chapter 5 follows with the findings of this study that reveal five ways that 
managers practise sustainability.  
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Chapter 5 
Results 
5.1 Introduction 
To revisit Chapter 2, the triple bottom line (Elkington, 1997), by default, has become 
sustainability’s big theory, as it continues to influence past and current research. The triple bottom 
line model of economic prosperity, environmental quality, and social equity operationalises the 
Brundtland Commission’s definition of sustainable development (WCED, 1987). Through using 
this model, sustainability research is largely prescriptive, reductive and process-oriented, assuming 
that all managers practise sustainability similarly according to the three sustainability dimensions. 
This thesis investigates how managers practise sustainability in organisations through combining 
Schatzki’s practice approach with phenomenography. The practice of sustainability by managers 
has rarely been examined through applying a practice theory approach. While this chapter responds 
to the research question by presenting the results of this study, before doing so, I will explain the 
world of sustainable restaurants and its pertinent restaurant-related sustainability matters. Then, I 
summarise my findings (see Table 5.1) related to the different ways that managers practise 
sustainability. Each way is elaborated by combining in-depth descriptions with indicative interview 
quotes and are confirmed using evidence from observations, field notes and online data. The final 
section of this chapter looks at the size and type of restaurant (see Chapter 4’s sampling scheme), 
location of restaurant, and restaurant and sustainability awards to explain the variations in how 
managers practise and understand sustainability. 
5.2 The World of Sustainable Restaurants 
Besides the traditional kitchen activities of preparing, cooking and serving food (Magris, McCreery, 
& Magris, 1995), being sustainable is becoming a feature of some restaurants. A sustainable 
restaurant has been defined as “one that offers a selection of green food menu items that use locally 
grown or organic certified food, as well as one that implements green practices, such as a recycling 
program, the efficient use of energy and water, and the reduction of solid waste” (Jang, Kim, & 
Bonn, 2011: 804). This definition considers only the environmental effects of food, water, energy 
Creativity is at the core of our work at Relae. If we have created 
something meaningful, we call it success – whether we just thought 
out of the box, or if we went further, working around limitations or 
traditions to create something that is truly ours. 
Christian F. Puglisi, Relæ, 2014, p. 170 
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and the management of waste. To focus solely on these components when managing a sustainable 
restaurant is simplistic and obvious (Baldwin et al., 2011; Rimmington, Smith, & Hawkins, 2006 
Legrand, Sloan, Simons-Kaufmann, & Fleischer, 2010; Sustainable Restaurant Association, 2015). 
Industry associations go beyond food, water, energy and waste to include concern about additional 
societal and environmental factors like cultural heritage, healthy diet, and quality as a guide without 
specifying any activities (Dutch Cuisine, 2017; Green Restaurant Association). Accompanying 
these representations of a sustainable restaurant are measures of their various attributes and 
activities (Green Restaurant Association; Legrand et al., 2010; Sustainable Restaurant Association, 
2015). 
An alternative examination of the greening of restaurants is through forecasting restaurant trends. 
Current trends include sourcing local proteins and produce, growing their own produce, using 
natural ingredients, offering healthy meals for children and adults, sustainable seafood17, and 
reducing food waste (National Restaurant Association, 2016; Revell, Stokes & Chen, 2010). Other 
identified trends include water conservation, and energy efficiency including the renewable kind 
(Bondacorda, 2016). Relying on these forecasts may not result in long-term changes, as trends may 
not endure. The following elaborates on some prominent restaurant-related sustainability topics.   
Sustainable restaurants seek information on the sourcing of ethically produced, harvested and 
processed food (Sustainable Restaurant Association, 2015). Ethical food production is where 
environmental protection, animal welfare, traceability of products, and the conservation of fish 
stocks are of prime importance (Sustainable Restaurant Association, 2015). Concerns exist about 
monoculture and industrial farming, overusing phosphates and nitrogen, and degrading soil fertility. 
Accompanying these is the risk of increased disease and the reduction in biodiversity with the loss 
of old edible plant varieties (Kimbrell, 2002). The promotion of sourcing locally also aims to reduce 
long-haul transportation, to obtain fresher and healthier ingredients, and to support local producers 
(Moskwa, Higgins-Desbiolles, & Gifford, 2015; Pretty et al., 2005). There is a move for restaurants 
firstly to produce their own vegetables, fruit, honey and eggs and secondly to provide healthy food 
for customers through using natural ingredients, fewer additives, reduced processing, offering 
largely vegetable-based menu items and reducing relying on meat with its high impact on the 
environment during production. Alternatively, if meat is used, the advice is to use the whole of the 
                                                 
17 No explanation is provided for what this means 
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animal. Nose-to-tail, paddock-to-plate, and slow food18 (Lowry & Back, 2015) are a few of the 
terms associated with the sustainability of restaurant food. 
Managing waste is an important feature of the sustainable restaurant under the axiom ‘reduce, reuse 
and recycle’. It seeks to minimise waste through reducing packaging, using complete food (for 
example nose-to-tail animal use), and avoiding disposable items (for example cups, plates and 
cutlery) (Revell, Stokes & Chen, 2010). If food waste cannot be reduced, reusing excess food 
through either donating to charities, if safe, or composting is suggested. If waste reduction or reuse 
is not possible (for example empty glass wine bottles), recycling becomes the last option, requiring 
separation into a variety of waste streams.   
Energy and water management are important principles for a sustainable restaurant (Legrand et al, 
2010). Energy efficient appliances and using renewable energy or self-generation are promoted to 
manage energy better. Questions about the use of water are answered by recommending turning off 
kitchen taps when not in use, installing low flow taps, not using bottled and imported water, or only 
providing tap water to guests (Legrand, Sloan, Simons-Kaufmann, & Fleischer, 2010; Sloan, 
Legrand, & Chen, 2013). 
Sustainable restaurants are encouraged to consider physical materials used in buildings, fixtures, 
fittings and furniture to assess whether they are from reused or salvaged sources, contain renewable 
or regenerative materials, and whether these materials are recyclable at the end of their life is also 
important (Green Restaurant Association, n.d.; Moskwa, Higgins-Desbiolles, & Gifford, 2015). 
Socially, the validating of material products includes investigating whether employees are exposed 
to harmful chemicals during manufacture. 
Sustainable restaurants also focus on the social aspects of suppliers, employees, and customers.  
Labour conditions of food production workers, Fair Trade 19, and supplier relationships are 
important, even though they are directly outside of a restaurant manager’s influence (Baldwin, 
2015; Rimmington et al., 2006).   Additionally, addressing the working conditions of restaurant 
employees is of increasing importance.  Historically, it is valuable to remember, this industry’s 
legacy of abuse of kitchen staff, long unsociable hours, and lack of equal opportunities (Redzepi, 
2015), with the recognition of the affect these have on the mental health of chefs, cooks and other 
kitchen staff (Patterson, 2017). Educating customers involves providing nutritional foods, 
                                                 
18 Slow food is a movement with the aims of “protecting food biodiversity, build links between produces and 
consumers, and raise awareness of some of the most pressing topics affecting our food system” 
(https://www.slowfood.com/what-we-do/) 
19 Fair Trade is defined as “the social features of products – such as decent living and working conditions for producers 
in developing countries” (Andorfer & Liebe, 2012: 415 
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controlling portion sizes, and emphasising healthy cooking techniques (Williamson, Neill, Kruesi & 
Waldren, 2013). 
Owning and managing a restaurant means working long hours, balancing high overheads, 
unpredictable customers, dealing with transient employees, and facing tight margins (Parsa, Self, 
Njite, & King, 2005). The industry is highly competitive, with restaurants having the highest rate of 
failure among retail outlets (Parsa et al., 2005). Intentionally incorporating sustainability principles 
adds further challenges than those faced by traditional restaurants. The rest of this chapter reveals 
the diverse ways that managers in this study practise sustainability based on their explanations of 
how they arrange their everyday activities. 
5.3 Five Ways of Practising Sustainability 
Through the analysis, five uniquely different ways of practising sustainability became evident. I use 
labels that refer to the predominant sustainability activities undertaken: Purposeful Frugality, 
Ethical Provenance, Meaningful Relationships, Bio-Physical Systems and Leading Lights. 
Purposeful Frugality refers to sustainability activities associated with reducing cost and thus 
improving the financial survival of the enterprise and increase profits. Ethical Provenance refers to 
the activities associated with researching and validating the ethical provenance of material inputs 
and the ethical disposal of waste. Meaningful Relationships refers to building relationships with 
both immediate stakeholders plus the wider local and international communities. Bio-Physical 
Systems refers to a natural ecosystem approach to sustainability by understanding the 
interconnections between living and non-living things, thus lessening their environmental and social 
impact. Leading Lights are similar to those the Bio-Physical Systems way of practising with the 
addition of experimenting with new practices and actively sharing and promoting sustainability 
initiatives with others in both the restaurant industry and the wider community. 
In addition, this research has also derived four sets of sustainability activities comprising: Managing 
Business Affairs, Managing Materiality20, Managing People, and Managing Waste. To explain, 
Managing Business Affairs describes the group of activities associated with the business and 
financial management of the enterprise including its business model and administrative tasks. 
Managing Materiality relates to physical, non-human inputs like food, beverages, water, and energy 
used by a restaurant. Managing People refers to managing various stakeholders associated with the 
restaurant, with these being customers, suppliers, employees and the wider community. Managing 
                                                 
20 Materiality is in reference to “those ‘things’ that are part of the everyday doing” Jarzabkowski, P., Spee, A. P., & 
Smets, M. 2013. Material artifacts: Practices for doing strategy with 'stuff'. European Management Journal, 31(1): 41-
54. This definition is not to be confused with the accounting definition of materiality. 
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Waste refers to various types of waste a restaurant produces. While it could be argued that waste is 
part of Managing Materiality, in this research, I use the Managing Waste category to distinguish 
these activities from those involved in material inputs.  
Understanding sustainability organises the activities into a specific way of practising it. Table 5-1 
displays these different ways of practising and understanding sustainability by integrating the key 
sets of sustainability activities to assist in the organising of its practice. The uniqueness of the five 
ways of practising sustainability is covered in Sections 5.2 to 5.6 using evidence derived from my 
interview participants, my observations and field notes, and material from restaurant. 
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Table 5-1 Five Ways Managers Practise and Understand Sustainability 
  Key Sets of Sustainability Activities 
Ways of 
Practising 
Sustainability 
Understanding 
Sustainability 
Managing Business Affairs Managing Materiality Managing People Managing Waste 
Purposeful 
Frugality 
Sustainability 
understood as the long-
term financial viability 
of the business. 
Emphasis is on the 
efficient use of 
resources.  
− Reducing costs 
− Managing the cost versus 
quality equation 
− Evaluating decisions of 
expenditure based on ROI 
− Regular financial 
management 
− Innovating for efficiency 
and cost gains 
− Minimising the cost of 
material inputs 
− Minimising use of energy 
and water 
− Operational efficiencies 
− Local and seasonal sourcing 
− Minimising staff costs 
− Developing staff for 
organisational needs 
− Marketing and public 
relations focus on customers 
− Negotiated contracts with 
suppliers 
− Standard waste management 
practices 
− Minimising wastage 
Ethical 
Provenance 
Sustainability 
understood as ethically 
and responsibly 
managing materials, 
suppliers and customers. 
Emphasis is on ethical 
activities especially 
sourcing of materials 
and waste disposal. 
− Paying more for ethically 
sourced inputs 
− Working with smaller 
margins 
− Sourcing of ethically grown 
food 
− Tracing food origins 
− Managing scarce or 
endangered resources 
− Using non-environmentally 
invasive chemicals 
− Limited growing of own 
food 
− Planning menus 
− Building relationships with 
ethical suppliers 
− Educating staff 
− Giving customers a story of 
provenance  
− Educating customers 
− Minimising wastage 
− Repurposing waste 
− Using others’ waste 
Meaningful 
Relationships 
Sustainability 
understood as the 
building and 
maintaining of 
stakeholder 
relationships. Emphasis 
is on people and 
relationships. 
− Commercially viable with a 
philanthropic edge 
− Values-based business 
model 
− Standard sourcing of inputs 
− Managing utilities 
− Nurturing of relationships 
with stakeholders through: 
1. Suppliers, 2. Customer 
experience, 3. Creating good 
employment, and 4. 
Building community. 
− Managing waste through 
ethical means 
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Bio-Physical 
Systems 
Sustainability 
understood as a web-
like structure connecting 
the environment, people 
and economics. 
Emphasis is on valuing 
human, non-human and 
non-living things and 
their interconnections  
− Longevity of business 
− Capital purchasing decisions 
include environmental 
aspect 
− Alternative sourcing of 
materials 
− Fitting out physical space 
− Working with natural cycles 
− Respecting food  
− Using small businesses as 
suppliers 
− Managing impact of 
working conditions on staff 
− Networking within the 
industry 
− Providing nutritious food 
− Reducing delivery 
packaging 
− Alternative food waste 
management 
Leading 
Lights 
Sustainability 
understood as the long-
term existence of the 
planet. The emphasis is 
on advocating for 
personal and business 
change. 
− Win-win financial viability 
− Investing in innovation for 
environmental or social 
outcomes 
− Initiating different business 
models. 
− Sourcing of ethically and 
locally 
− Using alternative sourcing 
forms 
− Adopting/developing new 
technology 
− Relationship building with 
stakeholders 
− Employee working 
conditions 
− Involvement in the 
community 
− Mobilising others 
− Minimising waste 
− Innovative waste 
management 
− Feeding back into life cycle. 
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5.3.1 Purposeful Frugality 
As already mentioned, Purposeful Frugality is so-called because it refers to the long-term economic 
viability of the enterprise and for it to maximise profit. The sustainability activities associated with 
this way of practising sustainability are the building blocks for financial success. 
One is reducing utilities, reducing all of our usage which is really underlining a big dollar 
saving and that could be initiatives to reduce power, it could be putting in new technology 
with a capital outlay, but the bottom line it is going to reduce costs for the whole 
organisation. (Barbara) 
So a lot of cost focus, everything is about cost and about making money. So speed of service, 
the faster you are the more customers you’re going to serve. (George) 
Of the six interviewees who practise this form of sustainability, four are from large organisations 
with three being employed by multi-national corporations. The other two participants are from 
small to medium-sized enterprises. Eunice is the only participant with the Purposeful Frugality way 
of practising who provided access for observations. 
5.3.1.1 Managing Business Affairs 
Reducing costs 
The primary activities when managing the Business Affairs are to reduce costs and expecting to 
maximise profits. For managers with the Purposeful Frugality way of practising sustainability, 
small savings are important as they accumulate.  
It tends to become just cheaper and cheaper and cheaper to buy the food. So you go to all 
your major suppliers and you just go to them and say “hey mate I can buy a box there for 
just $5 cheaper at that place than what I can get it from you”. (George)  
It is the little things, it really is, like running a basket through the dishwasher which is not 
full drives me insane. … Here in the bar we changed a few things. Like off-cuts of lemons 
and limes so I said ‘juice them out and give them to the service who can use it for something 
else’. So it is the little things. When you look at it you can save 100 bucks a week just by 
looking at a few certain things and that is for me what they all call the new sustainable 
business, using everything. (Vincent) 
When it comes to water usage, we use all the guidelines and all the fittings have been 
changed when we had the water restrictions, so that’s all in line with (policy). … we’d look 
at where you could save a few kilowatts here, or megawatts in electricity, and mega litres in 
water and things like that. So that’s something as a whole (Name of Organisation) that we 
all participated in to save a few cents here and a few cents there. (Lucy) 
Sustainability policy acknowledges that reducing food waste is good for cost savings and 
good ethically and environmentally. (Eunice, website) 
One event has free canapés with chefs requested to “use what we have” and you “need to be 
careful what is made”. (Eunice, observations) 
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Managing the cost versus quality equation 
Even though reducing costs is the primary financial focus, these six managers also carefully balance 
the cost with quality. The restaurant’s service offering, that is fast food, informal or formal, is often 
reflected in the quality and cost of inputs. Those who have a lower level of service and lower 
pricing structure (Table 4-1), such as fast food restaurants, normally source lower quality products 
at a cheaper cost, while those who have a higher level of service offering use higher quality inputs 
at a higher cost.  However, the two, cost and quality, have to fit together. 
Quality and price. The quality and the price have got to fit. (Vincent) 
It’s kind of weighing it up, like paper, it costs too much to buy 100 per cent recycled paper 
but we do buy 80 per cent paper which is still cost effective for us, so it’s a real balance 
between being smart and ensuring that we can comply with Earth Check, but we just have to 
be conscious, you can’t go and buy 100 per cent paper because it’s just three times as much 
whereas 80 per cent is a little bit more than nothing, so you’ve got to balance those things. 
(Barbara) 
Desserts are one of the most profitable menu items, followed by soups. Food costs are 
calculated for each menu item. An example was provided of a large profiterole filled with 
ice cream covered with chocolate sauce in total cost $1 to produce on the menu for $12. 
(Eunice, observations) 
Evaluating decisions of expenditure based on ROI 
Making decisions about expenditure are based on the return on investment. If an associated 
reduction in operating costs does not equate to the investment payback period, the work will not go 
ahead. Environmental outcomes from the expenditure are a secondary consideration. The size of the 
organisation does determine what is considered capital expenditure. For the large enterprises, the 
investment in capital expenditure is higher than for small restaurants. 
I have a load of projects I put through that are environmental initiatives or operational 
initiatives, that I need to quantify the return on investment and I need to do that through 
trials. Environmental initiatives that have operational improvements are the ones that get 
through, it’s all about saving money, and that’s the link, and I think it gets overlooked a lot 
when you think about environmental everyone thinks, “Oh Greenies, they want to stop 
cutting the trees or plant more trees,” but it’s all about operating smarter. (Barbara) 
This equipment will require about $60 000, I think. To service we would maybe a few 
hundred dollars to service the tank, to make sure the enzyme is still here and quantity is 
enough to. My view was to reduce the amount of organic waste to grey water so we don’t 
have so many bins being picked up, and each bin, I think, costs around $1 or something (to) 
get picked-up. And when we get picked-up 80, or 100 bins a day it is a lot of money. So I 
think I did propose it and it has basically been put on hold. (Eunice) 
Sous vide cooking method is used a lot. Whole fore quarters of lamb, simple seasoning, into 
sous vide bag and into sous vide overnight. Cheaper cuts, such as beef cheek, osso bucco, 
mince, and oxtail, are used. Cheaper cuts are bought at $4/kg. Large sous vide machines are 
expensive though. (Eunice, observations) 
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Regular financial management 
Purposeful Frugality managers tightly control finances because of the inherent pressures of the 
industry: low margins, large wage components, and high competitiveness. For large enterprises, 
financial information on sales, staffing levels, and budgets is available either immediately or daily. 
For small to medium-sized enterprises, the same industry pressures apply although the level of 
immediate financial information may not be present. These enterprises are left with the challenge of 
managing their finance in the interest of maintaining a viable enterprise. 
I can tell you what their sales have been so far, how many people are working, how many 
promotional items. So taking that one, by hour I can tell you what they do per hour, I can 
tell you how they compare to last week on the same day, I can tell you everything. I can tell 
you what promotional items they’re selling and how many of every promotional item they’re 
selling. (George) 
When you do your business stuff? Each day you do, when do you pay your bills? The 
relationship with your suppliers, relationship with the ATO which is very important. … The 
hardest challenge is taxes and the bills going up, up, up and you can’t charge more. That is 
the hardest. I’m pretty sure that every restaurant owner would tell you exactly the same. 
(Vincent) 
The previous day’s financial information is read out at a daily senior kitchen managers’ 
meeting. Capacity rates, customer satisfaction and trust figures are provided. During the 
same meeting the senior kitchen managers are informed when food costs are too high. 
(Eunice, observations) 
Innovating for efficiency and cost gains 
Managers with this understanding innovate through operational improvements to either reduce 
immediate costs or saving more by not wasting food. These initiatives need to be proven before 
implementing changes through trialling and the measuring of claims. Any claims not met will result 
in the initiative being rejected. These trials are especially important to large enterprises where the 
cost of installation may be capital intensive especially if calculated across multiple restaurants.  
Everything we do here, we trial so many new products here and I always tell them, “It’s a 
free trial but if it does actually weigh up to what you’re saying we will be very keen to put it 
into play.” So, this voltage reducer didn’t really work to what it said, it didn’t really reduce 
the power to what they were saying it could, so we trialled that for six months and had some 
figures ourselves and said at the end of it, “Sorry, it’s not going to work.” (Barbara) 
New bratt pan was being installed as it is more energy efficient than the previous one. 
(Eunice, observations) 
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5.3.1.2 Managing Materiality 
Minimising the cost of material inputs 
Material inputs are carefully managed through minimising the cost of purchase, which has been 
discussed under 5.2.1, as well as other practices such as portion control, delicately balancing 
serving sufficient food for generosity reasons as part of being hospitable, and not over-serving so 
that uneaten food becomes a costly waste. 
The kitchen, for me and not just for me, it should be for everyone is the place where you can 
save money. That is where you do your portion control. That is where you find the balance 
between not too much and not too little. That’s where you reuse, that it is where your skills 
come in, like what kind of cut do you use. You can get everything portion controlled of 
course or you are going to put your skill to work and you prep it all yourself. A lot of people 
say, ‘oh it is only costs a $1 more’. (Vincent) 
Intern cook checks with sous chef regarding the size of one box of oysters. Intern “Sorry to 
bother you again, chef. But I don’t think these are ours.” Sous chef takes a look and agrees. 
The sous chef tells the intern to plastic wrap the oysters and return to chiller. [A discussion 
occurred over the wrong sized oysters being delivered – the oysters are too big, therefore the 
average price/oyster is too high. It looks like they are going to be returned to the supplier]. 
(Eunice, observations) 
Minimising use of energy and water 
In addition to saving food costs, are the activities that reduce energy and water consumption. These 
practices occur through either 1) purchasing equipment to reduce water and energy consumption to 
provide significant savings, or 2) having behaviour changes in employees such as turning off lights, 
taps, and cooking appliances when not required. The second practice requires the development of 
people’s habit, so that activities are performed without thought. 
Power saving initiatives would be LED lighting, so we put through a huge amount of LED 
lighting through the resort and that’s been through new projects and retro fitting old 
fittings. (Barbara) 
So there are a lot of little things, like equipment is more efficient regarding gas consumption 
or electrical consumption. We (change) to much more electrical equipment and gas 
equipment. We will trial next month another fairly big (piece of) equipment for cooking. … 
cooking with high pressure cooking which speeds the process by three times and it is 
electric. (Eunice) 
The gas gets switched off, the rubbish bags get changed when they are full; not when they 
are half full. The lights get switched off, I’ve changed a few parts of the equipment in the 
kitchen and they were cheaper and more ‘sustainable’. … It is the little things; it really is, 
like running a basket through the dishwasher which if not full drives me insane. Don’t 
switch the dishwasher on if the basket is not full. Why would you run a half full. (Vincent)  
Installation of energy efficient fluorescent bulbs, geo-thermal heating, water harvesting for 
use on grounds, solar energy generation, and solar water heating are some of the examples at 
this site. (Barbara, document) 
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Operational efficiencies 
On-going operational efficiencies can generate savings through identifying changes in production 
that reduce either amounts of input or wastage at the end of the production cycle. Even the smallest 
changes in process can significantly save cost over time. 
But now we’ve changed another thing and that’s where we came to the ‘Just in Time Prep’. 
We used to prep the lettuce and the lettuce leaves need to be between 15 and 24 degrees and 
then you can use it. Now we’ve changed that, so now it needs to be between 1 and 4 degrees 
to be used. So it’s colder on the burger but it’s crispier and it’s fresher, so the whole 
process is now about being a fresh burger. So taking away the microwave, slowing down the 
toaster, heating up the bench top and changing all the prep to ‘Just in Time Prep.’ So we 
used to prep 20 pans of tomato, we now prep one at a time and we use one at a time. So it’s 
an ongoing prep process the whole time. (George) 
Local and seasonal sourcing 
Some local and seasonal sourcing of inputs is practised but only if it is cheaper than using imported 
or out-of-season products. It is unclear whether all participants who practise sustainability with this 
understanding verify producers’ or sellers’ claims of being local. However, for some enterprises 
buying local is a policy decision therefore, such assertions require substantiation.  
We use a local supplier … and funnily enough these guys used to get the chemicals from 
America and they’re now getting it from China and we’re paying way less for it. The same 
thing, the same bottles, same everything but the wording is in Chinese and we’re paying so 
much less for it now. (George) 
When we do tenders we do try to select the right suppliers that are local or have an 
environmental policy. (Barbara) 
Food sourcing policy includes local produce from sustainably managed farms, yet is 
dependent on location of the restaurants. (Eunice, website) 
Some participants with this understanding are cynical about using local products and the claims 
made by others in the industry. 
I can tell you all beautiful stories about all beautiful where things come from and nah, nah, 
nah. And I promise you that 80 per cent of it is going to be bullshit. … Vegies are locally 
bought at (the) markets so God knows where they are from. And I tell you any other chef 
wouldn’t know as well where they come from. They put all these nice things on the menu but 
it is all rubbish, but at the end of the day people like to hear that. (Vincent)  
Interestingly the definition of what is considered ‘local’ seems to depend on the size of an 
enterprise. Managers of large enterprises view local as meaning countrywide rather than being with 
a specified radius, while managers of small to medium-sized enterprises understanding of local 
relates to a smaller more regional location such as Brisbane, Queensland or Auckland, although 
they did not specify a distance in kilometres.   
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I would say local is mainly Australian products. So that might include Queensland, it might 
include as well New South Wales and of course Victoria, Tasmania and I think being in 
Australia why are we buying product from the other side of the world with not necessarily 
better quality but definitely with a massive carbon footprint. (Eunice) 
So we try to support locally for vegetables. I will go to the farmer’s market every Sunday 
and buy most of my vegies from there. I try to buy most of my vegies from there depending 
on availability. (Andrew) 
5.3.1.3 Managing People 
Minimising staff costs 
Salaries and wages comprise a critical expense for any restaurant. Staffing levels, though, are 
important because customers of all restaurant types, whether fast food, informal or formal, expect 
reasonable waiting times and customer-staff interaction. For example, customers of fast food 
restaurants expect to be served quickly with little interaction, while customers of formal restaurants 
feel otherwise. Yet, all restaurant managers make decisions balancing being over- or under-staffed 
and their effect on customer satisfaction and staffing costs. The restaurant industry is highly 
casualised so this becomes an area where costs can be managed on a daily basis through rosters and 
on-call casual employees when demand is high, for example, during the Christmas period or for 
special events. 
Labour cost is our major cost to run a hotel or a restaurant and I am not the only one. That 
is the reality of every hotel and restaurant in Australia. And that is my regret, not being able 
to always do the right things due to financial pressure. That is a reality. Now you need to 
realise the financial pressure on labour cost is an Australian focus. It is a reality, the staff in 
Australia do cost a lot of money compared to neighbouring country like South-East Asia, or 
India or China. (Eunice 
 I don’t want to say cut labour but manage labour to the value. So it’s very easy, what we do 
at the moment is you’ve got the weekly allowance of $10,000 and we try to stick to $10,000 
if you make budget. … We’ve got some restaurants using about 1000, 200 - 300 hours a 
week so it’s a lot of money that they pay out. So labour, we’ve got a rostering system. So it’s 
very easy, you take your roster, you put in the sales that you’re projecting for the week and 
it pops up what you’re allowed to use and then you go on a day by day basis and you fill in 
the gaps until you get to whatever you can use and that’s your roster for the week. (George) 
C. mentions the staff roster. Says he will discuss it with E. later. Then C. asks E. “Why was 
the roster changed? It meant that a staff member was rostered on when not necessary and 
has spent the morning doing very little therefore a waste of time.” [C. came across as being 
annoyed.] (Eunice, observations) 
Developing staff for organisational needs 
Managers with the Purposeful Frugality understanding develop employees to meet organisational 
needs. In large organisations, training occurs on sustainability policies (if these exist), occupational 
health and safety policies, and waste management requirements. In small and -medium-sized 
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enterprises, while training may not be formal, instructions are given on reducing waste and the wise 
use of resources. Much of this training seeks to develop habitual behaviours. 
But when you sort of try to tell them, well yes, okay, you’re not paying the bill somebody 
else is, however, the more we pay on this (water), the more we pay on that (energy), the less 
hours you’re going to get if you are casual for instance. So they started thinking about the 
fact that there are some needs that have to be taken care of, and saving a dollar here, dollar 
there, (and) also secure a bit more employment if you know what I mean. (Lucy) 
We start differently by show-and-tell but more particularly about the showing the right 
example of what you can do. So a big company, a recycling company like Veolia will come 
and assist us to have the right amount of bins or coloured information panels for us to 
understand. … It is a job for everyone, not only the supervisor or the chef to be in charge of 
these things. (Eunice) 
On-line training program for environmental awareness and commitment that new and 
existing employees have to complete annually. (Eunice, website) 
Those with this understanding were also aware of the high demands that this industry places on 
employees and the need to manage the associated stress. Managing these stresses is to ensure that 
restaurant staff remain with the enterprise and thus reduce costs accompanying hiring and training 
new employees. 
Give them pre-warnings in advance when there is a busy month so that they will know and 
they are aware of it because at the end of the day if it hits them on a week to week basis, on 
a day to day base then they slowly lose the passion for what they are doing here. Hospitality 
is a job where you either love it or you hate it. It is no in between. Like you don’t do it for 
the money, that is for sure but you do it because you love making people happy and creating 
something around you. (Vincent) 
Marketing focus on customers 
Purposeful Frugality managers view customers as an income stream. Sustainability, therefore, 
describes attracting and retaining loyal customers through marketing activities. These may involve 
supporting environmental projects as a public relations effort, for example supporting an 
endangered species conservation project. Managers talked about having a ‘good story’ to tell the 
public and customers combined with sustainability being the ‘right thing to do’.  
Save the Bilby Fund, that’s something that’s just going to cost us money but it’s the right 
thing to do, we’ll have endangered species out there that we’ve introduced animals that are 
killing them all, they’ve been around for millions of years. It’s not really going to make us 
money, but there is another side to it and it is a good story for all of our members and our 
guests and we do like that. (Barbara) 
Marketing and public relations activities, with no connection to the environment or society, are also 
used to attract customers. 
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Having a flow of PR and advertising. So there is a decent flow of where you advertise, how 
you do it. Each year for example we do the ____ Festival, we sponsor the _____ film 
festival, and, we are involved with the (language society). (Vincent) 
All signage is focused on promotions to sell more product (George, field notes) 
Negotiated contracts with suppliers 
Supplier relationships are based on negotiated contracts that are regularly renegotiated to secure the 
quality required at the right price. For some, these contracts protect supply and stabilise prices for a 
certain period such as during December for Christmas and New Year celebrations while, for others, 
it is to reduce the cost of the product. 
When we kick off the festive season we could use over a tonne of prawns per week and we 
need to secure all these prawns to make sure we don’t run out because that is what is 
available on the buffet every day and so we make (an agreement) with the supplier to make 
sure we can secure x amount of kilos so we don’t run out. We definitely negotiate the price, 
for the price goes up week after week from the beginning of October through to Christmas 
so it is a huge expense for us so we do have to pass a contract with them for them to 
maintain the price and to maintain as well the quality. (Eunice) 
E. is always looking for the best deal on a product. Stock is bought in at volume, helping 
empty the supplier’s warehouse [it was implied that by emptying the supplier’s warehouse 
E. can negotiate a cheaper price]. (Eunice, observations) 
5.3.1.4 Managing Waste 
Standard waste management practices 
The least cost means of removing waste are used, usually with standard waste management 
practices of recycling for paper, cardboard, glass, and metals although at a limited quantities.  
Separating recyclables into various waste streams occurs, with one supplier is usually contracted to 
remove all the waste. Green waste is not often composted unless there is an informal arrangement to 
reduce the cost of its removal. Otherwise, there is a reluctance to managing green waste in this 
manner, resulting in all compostable materials going into general waste. 
If I look at it on our site, we do some recycling, and that recycling will be mainly on glass, 
cardboard, which is totally separated. Then we have a general recycling which we will have 
plastics and tin products from tinned fruit and vegetables. … We do have one guy that 
collects all vegetable waste, which gets used in a compost or worm farms. … technically the 
keeping of waste, of fruit and vegetable for a compost and worm farm, we shouldn’t really 
be doing. But we do, we try and keep a good lid on it to make sure there’s no way that 
there’s any cross-contamination coming through to any other food stuff. (Lucy) 
… we look at the various suppliers who come on board like ___ with the waste management 
system to remove all the waste rubbish. They recycle glass, cardboard boxes; we segregate 
into different bins and different areas. As well, we have a new collector of used oil and fat 
so that is another component of our recycling system and of course paper. (Eunice) 
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Covered by corporate level waste management policies which covers waste minimisation, 
sorting of waste into general and recyclable bins, (Lucy, website) 
Basic separation of waste occurs. Cardboard boxes are flattened ready for compressing, co-
mingled recyclable waste into one bin – metals, glass, paper and some plastics. All other 
waste (non-recyclable, food waste) into another bin. Separating of waste does not always 
occur and all can be put into the general waste. (Eunice, website) 
Minimising wastage 
Managing waste is important in that managers consider waste a cost. Reducing food waste can 
occur in two ways.  First, operational changes are made to that excess food is not thrown away 
during preparation serving because it has been prepared too early, or has waited too long before 
being served. 
Cook to order is a classic example. So we’ve got systems that can hold the product for up to 
60 minutes and after 60 minutes we throw it away. But now we’ve changed that time to 45 
minutes so food safety regulations say an hour and we’ve changed it to 45 because we’re 
trying to get into the culture of cook less more often. So instead of cooking six of a product, 
you’d only cook three or four of a product but cook the whole time. … So the hot food is 
much better and we cook less so there’s no waste. (George) 
For me, in the kitchen, and the boys know that, in the nothing gets thrown away. Even our 
food scraps go down to the community garden, we have got a community garden not far 
from here, where I pass by. (Vincent) 
Surplus food is repurposed into different dishes. When events have been over-catered P.’s 
role is to “make new life for everything”. There are rules for reheating. That is, cook-chilled 
steak not served at a banquet is remade into another dish for a buffet or used for staff meals. 
(Eunice, observations) 
Second, any usable food waste produced during preparation is used as ingredients for other dishes, 
for example using meat and vegetable trimmings and turning them into stocks, sauces and soups.  
Each week we split it (food scrap) up and one bucket goes for stocks and sauces and soups 
... We use everything in the kitchen. … For me, in the kitchen, and the boys know that, in the 
nothing gets thrown away. (Vincent) 
I observed one establishment that I categorised as having a Purposeful Frugality understanding 
during two-day period. Most of the practices discussed above were observed during this time; those 
that were not were Operational Efficiencies, and the Marketing Focus on Customers. While the 
Negotiating of Contracts with Suppliers was not directly observed, my discussions with a number of 
staff suggested that this practice was used to reduce cost. 
5.3.1.5 Summary 
For those with this understanding, sustainability is the means to achieve or improve the long-term 
financial viability of the business. Practices that progress the efficient use of resources, both 
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material and human, to achieve financial success, are emphasised. This way of practising is 
unsurprising, as it is supported by the business-driven sustainability literature in Section 2.3. 
Reducing cost (Hockerts, 2015; Kurucz et al., 2008).  However, is not undertaken to the detriment 
of quality of the restaurant and its service. For example substituting the side of the chicken breast 
rather than the full chicken breast in chicken burgers did not reduce the quality of the product. 
Because financial viability is important for the long-term existence of the business (Springett, 
2003), sustainability practices are the means of attaining higher profits. Sustainability practices for 
these managers involves ‘picking the low hanging fruit’ referred to in the literature (Sharma & 
Vredenburg, 1998; Tregidga et al., 2015), where sustainability activities are implemented for easy 
financial gains. Evaluating new sustainability initiatives is based on a financial assessment; those 
with a negative affect are rejected. 
It is interesting to note that of the six Purposeful Frugality participants, four work from large 
corporate entities whose policies and culture potentially affect upon the understanding and 
practices. At times during the interviews, these four participants implied that if they had positions 
other than with these corporations, they would choose different sustainability activities. 
5.3.2 Ethical Provenance 
As previously described, Ethical Provenance is so-called because it refers to the activities associated 
with researching and validating the ethical provenance of material inputs and the ethical disposal of 
waste. The focus is on building reliable ethical supply chains between the owner or chef and 
suppliers.  These relationships are based on trust and credibility. 
All of the six interviewees who are categorised as Ethical Provenance work for small to medium-
sized enterprises. Five of them owned the restaurant, while the sixth is the executive chef of two. In 
a passing comment, while conducting observations, this executive chef commented that he could do 
what he liked as long as he met the profit margin set by the owner (Edmund). Observations 
occurred in the restaurants of two interviewees, Edmund and Yani. Since being interviewed, the 
restaurant owned by Yani was struggling financially and the business has been sold. During the 
observations, it was evident that Yani was trying to hold to his sustainability principles, yet they 
were in conflict with his need to reduce his financial liability. 
5.3.2.1 Managing Business Affairs 
Paying more for ethically sourced products 
Ethically sourced products do generally cost more as the growing, harvesting, and manufacturing of 
these products are more expensive. Most of the participants spoke about food produce such as fish, 
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meat, chicken, fruit and vegetables rather than buildings and equipment. Organic, herbicide-free, 
free-range, and line-caught are terms that are used to indicate the ethical production and harvest of 
these resources. 
Normally if you want to try and get something that’s line caught and sustainable, it’s going 
to cost you a little bit more than something that’s been net caught. And those things, when 
you know the price of what you normally pay, and then someone else comes in you’re not 
too sure of and tries to undercut and say ‘yeah it’s line caught’. But you know, I mean you 
always see with the product anyway when it comes in it’s been bashed, it’s just like ‘no’. 
(Xavier) 
It’s a given that the fish will always come from commercial fishers, so we know exactly 
who’s caught the fish and we also ask questions around how it’s caught.  Then we know it 
fits into our sustainability box.  Unfortunately that comes with an extra price tag, so you’re 
paying more for your fish when you insist on those sorts of sustainability things. Issues 
around that, how is it caught?  Is it trawled?  Is it line caught, long line, et cetera, et cetera? 
(Dennis) 
Working with smaller margins 
Because of the higher cost of ethically sourced products, there is an acceptance by the managers 
that there will be smaller margins between the cost of goods and the final price to customers. While 
customers may be willing to pay more for ethically sourced food, there is a limit to what they will 
pay. The managers interviewed acknowledged their need to remain price competitive with those 
who do not ethically source food and therefore pay less. 
You want your food to be affordable but when you are buying organic or boutique or free-
range ingredients you are paying a lot more. Most places run food costs of between 27 and 
30 per cent. We think we are doing well if we have 35 per cent. It’s just, kind of, making it. If 
you look at the prices they are dear but at the same time we are not making a huge margin 
with the running of the place and you want to try to keep that balance between fair and 
sourcing the ingredients that you would like to. (Quentin) 
5.3.2.2 Managing Materiality 
Sourcing of ethically produced food 
Tracing of the origins of food resources is a major activity for those with the Ethical Provenance 
understanding. Significant time is dedicated to investigating new food sources to ensure the ethical 
claims of suppliers and to ascertain how the food is produced, harvested, slaughtered and 
transported. 
So we focus on the key indicators for us that underpin our practice. How is the fish caught? 
It’s a given that the fish will always come from commercial fishers, so we know exactly 
who’s caught the fish and we also ask questions around how it’s caught. … Issues around 
that, how is it caught? Is it trawled? Is it line caught, long line? (Dennis) 
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Sustainability is all about provenance and whakapapa21 and knowing its identity and 
genealogy. Like knowing where it came from. Knowing how it was caught, how it was 
farmed, who farmed it, going right back to the ingredient, the specific ingredient’s 
beginnings. So, practices that we use is, we ask a lot of questions around, for instance if we 
buy eel; is it a short-finned eel or a long-finned eel? What part of the country is it caught? 
Are those eels in short supply? And just making informed decisions. (Edmund) 
Wild rabbit and deer listed on menu. (Edmund, documentary evidence) 
“Free-range eggs” is written on the chalkboard at the entry of the restaurant. (Yani, field 
notes) 
Managing scarce or endangered resources 
These managers realise some resources are scarce or endangered because they may be over-
consumed. Most of the participants with this understanding were referring to fish and seafood.  
Those with this understanding still believe that they should be able to use these resources but in 
limited quantities. Small amounts of these scarce resources are served, for example, thin tuna slices 
will be featured rather than a large tuna steak. 
I mean, we are one restaurant doing our bit, but we still have the right to use these 
ingredients without feeling bad. But, I think, it’s just making sure that those ingredients 
which are getting scarce are getting shown respect and it could be something just as making 
the portion size a bit smaller. So people feel the taste of that delicacy, like some beautiful 
blue-finned tuna from the West Coast of the South Island is just phenomenal. (Edmund) 
When I say sustainable product trying to use local, obviously farmed product so we are not 
depleting the oceans of fish, seafood wherever possible. I would believe those sorts of things 
are sustainable. Let’s use seafood as an example, there are a lot of fish that are endangered 
species currently and chefs really don’t care because owners and business owners only care 
about the bottom-line. (Owen) 
Yellow-finned tuna was being used. Tuna was sliced and each slice had to weigh 15g or 
less. … All the ends of the tuna rolls were placed to one side to be cut into tuna tartare for 
the dish. No tuna was wasted. (Edmund, observations) 
Alternative practices exist to manage limited scarce resources. For example, fish will only be 
purchased if it is farmed, or wild fish that is caught by a line or hand-netted rather than caught by a 
trawler. Although some did express their concern on what the farmed fish are fed and whether this 
is environmentally harmful.  Bycatch22 is also used to replace species under threat and customers 
are educated about these lesser known varieties. 
                                                 
21 Whakapapa is a New Zealand Maori word that refers to a genealogy or family tree. It can also be visualised as the 
“building layer by layer upon the past towards the present, and on into the future” 
(http://maaori,com/whakapapa/whakapap2.htm) 
22 By catch is defined by the Australian Department of Agriculture and Water Resources as ‘Species that physically 
interact with fishing vessels and/or fishing gear which are not usually retained by commercial fishers and do not make a 
contribution to the economic value of the fishery’. Where: ‘Interact (ion)’ includes any physical contact with a species 
and includes all catches (for example, hooked, netted, entangled), and collisions with these species. 
http://www.agriculture.gov.au/fisheries/environment/bycatch 
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We started to inherit quite a bit as a by-catch from various fishers, so we skin it and we 
bone it, so we’re dealing with it and delivering it to the customer. … So it’s just really about 
encouraging them to come off that big focus on Blue Eye (tuna) and focus on some of the 
other fish that are available as well. (Dennis) 
I'd like to say we use line-caught fish only but that's not the case, but we do use what the 
fisheries call sustainable stock. So we use a type of fish that's called terakihi and it's like a 
snapper … but terakihi, fortunately, it's still quite strong, so they tell us. (Yani) 
Using non-environmentally invasive cleaning chemicals 
Those with the Ethical Provenance understanding try to use environmentally-friendly cleaners (e.g., 
baking soda and vinegar) rather than allowing commercial cleaners to harm the environment. While 
environmentally-friendly cleaners are preferred, their use may be limited due to needing to meet 
health regulation standards for commercial food premises. Participants showed concern about the 
efficacy of environmentally friendly cleaners, how modern cooking equipment requires specific 
chemicals, and how much these chemicals cost. 
(T)ry and find non-chemical cleaning products that work. … Just sustainable cleaning 
products or natural cleaning products that aren’t full of chemicals. If you can find them to a 
commercial grade they don’t really work. (Quentin) 
And that is another thing is chemicals. Making sure you are using the right chemicals. We 
have a simple chemical plan. One thing that annoys me is all the brand new ovens that we 
buy, they need to be washed every day and they (are) self-cleaning and they (use) a god-
awful amount of chemicals. It’s a cost thing as well. You can often clean stuff with vinegar 
and baking soda and I think it’s about knowing that. Chemicals are bloody expensive. 
(Edmund) 
Environmentally-friendly cleaners are used (as allowed by the local authority food hygiene 
requirements. (Yani, observations) 
Limited growing of own food 
As part of the traceability and ethics of food inputs, those with the Ethical Provenance 
understanding grow some food in small quantities. Because of a number of constraints, the activity 
is often limited and managers do not expect to grow everything the restaurant requires. Participants 
said that they were constrained by limited space, time and cost, and lease agreements. Apart from 
the traceability aspect, those who have production gardens see other positive benefits; they are able 
to obtain produce that is difficult to obtain, and improved customer and employee well-being. 
He’s digging a garden as we speak. So that hopefully is going to be up and running. The 
micro-greens are about 2 weeks away, the spinach is about 3 weeks away. The advantage of 
having your own garden is being able to grow those things that you can’t really get through 
the big producers. (Mary) 
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… that’s why I really love having herbs and plants in the garden. … It’s just little pots of 
basil, herbs, daisy things. They’re out the front. It makes me really happy when I see kids 
play with them, pick them and tell me its mint. The challenge would be just to get people 
involved and small community gardens happening. (Quentin) 
I’d say 95 per cent (of our vegetables) gets bought in. So it’s a small 5 per cent. But I mean 
it’s good for the guys in the kitchen, but it’s also just a nice little touch to have on the 
finishing plate. So you know like little radishes or growing small bok-choy or mustard 
greens, some certain things throughout the menu. … all my chefs go and walk over there 
every single day. … Straight away, that’s just made their day better, because they’ve got out 
of the kitchen. … Even I’ll go over there when I’m having a heavy day, “you know what, I’m 
going to go and get the nasturtiums”. (Xavier) 
Planning menus 
While menu planning becomes a means of managing local, seasonal and scarce resources, when 
writing menus participants in the Ethical Provenance category think and work through a series of 
questions. These are: is the food product endangered or scarce, are there other more sustainable 
sources, is it grown locally, is it in season, do the suppliers stock the ingredient and do they have 
sufficient quantities, and how is the food grown, harvested and processed before it arrives at the 
restaurant?  
First of all just with the menu design, (working) with suppliers that I have. (Xavier) 
First of all we look at the season, you look at what staff you have around you then you start 
to write a menu. … (I)t’s kind of like a thought process that I go through. So then you may 
try to search for that ingredient. So I don’t go out and find what’s sustainable and then 
write a menu. I write a menu and then work with a producer or I do the research 
afterwards. So I do it the other way around. If I can’t find the ingredient, then I move on 
very quickly. (Edmund) 
The availability of local and seasonal ingredients is also managed through more frequent menu 
changes. For some managers this may involve writing menus daily or weekly. 
So our breakfast menu is a set menu but the lunch menu we change daily. Every couple of 
days we change items on it and to work with the produce we get. (Quentin) 
5.3.2.3 Managing People  
Building relationships with suppliers 
Linked to the ethical sourcing of food is the building of trust through developing relationships 
between restaurant managers and their suppliers. Trust is created through visits to suppliers to 
validate their ethical claims. 
I’ve been out in the boat, fishing. We will go out to certain growers and visit them. It’s a 
massive part of it, to understand the ingredient you kind of have to walk the ground that it 
grew on or speak to the person that raised it. (Edmund) 
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Edmund introduces me to ‘V’ from ‘B’ Gardens. ‘V’ encourages chefs to visit so she can 
educate them and they can experience the growing of vegetables. She wants them to 
understand the seasonality and availability of fresh produce and availability of produce is 
affected by nature such as storms. She likes chefs to connect to the land. (Edmund, 
observations) 
Managers with this understanding tend to use many small suppliers who provide unique products. 
In some instances, the supplier will specifically grow items only for that restaurant. 
I’ve got a really good relationship with a very large seafood supplier in Melbourne called 
___, they help me choose fish for the menu that is very sustainable. I also use some more 
local and more ethical suppliers in pork, so (name of farm) with AK, who is just a small 
supplier of rare breed and sustainable pork. (Xavier) 
Educating staff 
Managers actively educate employees on food ethics and sustainability. Apart from initial training, 
many cooks in this industry work in different restaurants to gain experience, learning from specific 
chefs to improve their knowledge, and develop cooking techniques. Managers expect their 
employees will learn about and practise sustainability. For many managers, if employees are not 
willing to be educated, then they are let go. 
Kitchen staff. They are on board. I mean, they have to be, otherwise they can go work 
somewhere else. It’s just a training issue or getting them to understand. But generally we 
have people who are open to new things and what to learn something new, that’s why they 
are there. (Edmund) 
As it is my view for the café I need to have people on board that have the same interest so 
it’s a bit of a learning curve for L. in the kitchen. Sourcing food locally and not just buying 
through big suppliers. So that been a lot of fun. He’s loving it and he’s looking forward to 
the gardens being built. (Quentin) 
Yani has two trainee chefs – normally he has three. Yani likes having them as they are 
willing to learn. M. started at … as a kitchenhand two years ago, now working slowly 
through his chefs training. M. is thankful for the opportunity that Yani has given him. M. 
wanted to work with Yani specifically to learn about his sustainability principles and 
practices. (Observations) 
Giving customers a story of provenance 
Part of the customer experience provided by managers within this category is that a story can be 
given for the ingredients on the plate, by providing information on where the ingredient is sourced 
from, how it is grown, and who produced it. Moreover, even though the restaurant may not be 
overtly promoted as being sustainable, managers want to show respect to the ingredient and the 
producer by being able to tell the customers this information. 
The flow on effect is that our customers get a really nice story as well. Every single 
ingredient has a back-story with us at the restaurant. There may be 20 or 30 ingredients on 
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the plate but every single ingredient has a back story and we know where it comes from. 
(Edmund) 
I talk about the story of fish, and I say to customers there is a story here and I like to tell 
that story. I like to tell where it all begins and the adversity that a lot of fishermen face when 
they go out. They put their life on the line when they go out in the Southern Ocean. (Dennis) 
Recognition of some suppliers is provided through labelling menu items. For example 
(name of farm) wagyu beef (Edmund and Xavier, Menu evidence) 
Education of customers as to why some ingredients are not used 
Managers with the Ethical Provenance understanding actively educate customers as to why some 
products are not on the menu. This practice is seen as important in explaining about sustainability 
and the manager’s personal philosophy. Some educate customers on the seasonal availability of 
fruit and vegetables with foods out of season not being of high quality. Others concentrate on 
educating customer on the scarcity of fish species. They do acknowledge that at times this approach 
has negatively affected their business with customers going elsewhere to get what they want.  
Avocado on toast and when they are not in season they can be grown but they are not grown 
very well. So they can be hard, or brown and they don’t ripen at the same rate … They 
(customers) understand in a way but they can get it elsewhere, so they don’t understand why 
we practise that and other places don’t. But it all comes down to the sustainability factor. 
(Quentin) 
(W)e encourage people to take the emphasis off some of the really popular fish and try some 
of the other. It's a really popular fish through our fish and chip arm, but the last 10 days 
we’ve just said ‘No’, we haven’t been able to supply it. A lot of people don't get that … so a 
lot of the customers go ‘well how come you can’t get it, the one across the road’s got it.’ 
(Dennis) 
Signage around the enterprise explaining their sustainable fish principles, including why 
some fish is not available (Dennis, Field notes) 
5.3.2.4 Managing Waste 
Those in the Ethical Provenance category also have a concern around the ethics of waste. Many 
view having waste as unprincipled as using unethical suppliers.  
Food wastage is, I guess, a financial incentive as well as far too much food is in the wrong 
places in the world (Mary).  
Just got to think ahead, be organised, a lot of dealings with the chefs we have just to be _, to 
minimise food waste because that is going against what you are trying to achieve in the first 
place through sustainability.  It’s, in many ways there is too much waste in the world all 
over. (Quentin) 
Managing waste requires similar levels of searching for information and validation as managing 
materiality. The practice of recycling is expected, depending on what is possible in the location of 
the restaurant, thus varying levels of recycling occur; each participate was keen to recycle as much 
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as possible yet the first priorities are to either minimise waste or repurpose it, with recycling 
becoming the third option. 
Minimising wastage 
For the Ethical Provenance managers, the practice of minimising waste is very important. While 
managers in this category recognise the need for packaging to protect fragile items from delivery 
damage, or to preserve perishable product with suitable packaging to meet food regulations, some 
packaging is viewed as being unnecessary and environmentally damaging.  They try to minimise 
packaging waste by refusing to have excess packaging or returning packaging for the supplier to 
deal with. Of particular concern are polystyrene delivery boxes, which appear to be the industry 
norm for the delivery of seafood and other fragile products. 
I don’t want to end up with loads of plastic. We are trying not to buy any plastic into the 
kitchen so I ask that ice-cream containers be reused. (Quentin) 
So we don’t support suppliers that over package stuff and we make our suppliers take back 
boxes especially fish bins, poly bins. We take the food out straight away and give the box 
back so they can reuse it. (Edmund) 
Containers were available to separate waste for recycling cooking oil, some plastics, 
cardboard, and batteries (mainly for the other leases of the building). Bread is delivered in 
waxed boxes, and the greengrocer delivered vegetables in black plastic bins; both were 
collected and reused by these suppliers. (Edmund, observations) 
Food waste during production is also managed through menu planning and menu or blackboard 
specials to use excess food before it spoils. 
(In) winter, when we are quiet, we run a mid-week deal every week. So anything that is not 
going to last for a couple of days. We will sell that off cheaply for $27 for a main course and 
a glass of wine, and you will have a couple of options through the winter. That’s to kind of 
keep things turning over because we don’t freeze anything. (Quentin) 
Repurposing waste 
Repurposing potential food waste is another alternative to disposing of waste food to landfill.  Some 
restaurants ‘repurpose’ potentially waste food by either turning it into meals for staff, make stocks 
and soups, preserve an abundance of food while in season or send it for composting. 
Preserve, we are big on preserving. … The nasturtium out there in the garden at the 
moment, it has these most amazing seeds that you can pickle. They’re just awesome. 
Artichokes, when there is a big glut of artichokes and you spend a day doing those and 
getting them in jars. … It feels good to do it… it complete, it completes you. (Edmund) 
… we value add, kitchen and (fully trained) chefs … make a lot of value added stuff from the 
waste. So for example the salmon and the ocean trout, we scrape the frames of them and get 
all the excess meat, and they go into our Arancini balls. They go into salmon and dill pies. 
We sell the heads, we encourage people to use our fresh bones and whatever to make their 
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own stock with. We also make our own stock, so we have very little waste for the size of our 
operation. (Dennis) 
I am an avid gardener, so I am an avid composter, any green waste that comes out of the 
kitchen goes home, gets processed and made into compost. If you classify that as 
sustainable, well I think it is. Many restaurants don’t do enough. In a facility that does 
70,000 covers a year and if I can sustain composting in my backyard without any 
complaints from my neighbours, without making it smell, without any vermin I don’t know 
why many other businesses aren’t doing the same thing instead of going to landfill. (Owen) 
Asparagus peels and stems turned into a stock with onions etc. Blended and turned into a 
foam for one of the dishes. (Edmund, Observations) 
Using others’ waste 
Managers in the Ethical Provenance category accept others’ waste into their operations (for 
example using the fishing industries discarded non-quota fish) or use recycling wood, and using 
second-hand crockery and cooking equipment.  
We started to inherit quite a bit as a by-catch from various fishers, so we skin it and we 
bone it, so we’re dealing with it and delivering it to the customer. (Dennis) 
We buy everything (we can) second-hand. … All the chairs (and) the tabletops are from 
recycling wood. All the machinery and stuff. That’s a necessity as well because we set up on 
a tight budget. (Mary)  
Fisheries by-catch is used on the menu, which would otherwise by thrown away. (Edmund 
and Dennis, Observations and Field Notes) 
5.3.2.5 Summary 
Managers with an Ethical Provenance understanding focus mainly on the ethics of sourcing 
resources and treatment of waste (Drumwright, 1994; Epstein & Roy, 2001; Hannon & Callaghan, 
2011; Parry, 2012). One clear practice is the enquiring into how foods are grown, harvested, caught, 
slaughtered and prepared. This contradicts research finding that environmental food information is 
largely irrelevant (Solér, Bergström, & Shanahan, 2010). Managers actively develop long-term 
relationships with their suppliers, who are often small family businesses. Ethical Provenance 
managers do provide information on their ethical practices to customers and employees. The origins 
of the ingredients is important as this provides a ‘story’ for customers as part of their dining 
experience. Locally grown and in season produce is mainly used, because food miles23 (Legrand et 
al., 2010; Rimmington et al., 2006) are of concern; therefore the only imported ingredients used are 
those not available locally. For example, Parmigiano-Reggiano cheese is a protected designation of 
                                                 
23 “Food miles measures the distance food travels from producer to consumer. Food that has travelled long distances is 
perceived as being harmful to the environment” (Saunders, Barber & Taylor, 2006: v) 
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origin product24 produced in a specific region in Italy; therefore cannot be sourced locally as there 
is not an equivalent cheese available in New Zealand or Australia. Endangered species may be used 
but in small portions or, alternatively, not used at all, particularly for fish and shellfish. Financial 
viability remains important. My research interviews clearly showed that participants desired to 
maintain their personal integrity and that of their restaurant.  
                                                 
24 Protected designation of origin describe agricultural products or foodstuffs that owe their characteristics or their 
reputation to the geographical area from which they originate.  These protected names are linked to the name of a 
region, a specific place or a country” (Carcea & Melini, 2013: 8) 
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5.3.3 Meaningful Relationships 
Developing and maintaining human relationships are the main practices for those managers with a 
Meaningful Relationships understanding. The term Relationships is used to describe the broader 
aspects of business engagement than traditional stakeholder groups of suppliers, customers and 
employees to include an extended community. By extending the stakeholder groups to include local 
and international communities involves practices that go beyond donating to charities.  Additional 
activities include assisting disadvantaged people, or sourcing ethically grown coffee beans. 
Managing materiality and waste are less important.  
While only two participants exhibited this understanding of sustainability, their practices form a 
distinct way to practice sustainability compared to the other four ways of practising sustainability. 
Their concern for people, as evidenced by activities that are more socially inclined, rather than 
environmental.  As both of these two enterprises are coffee roasting businesses, as well as cafés, the 
sourcing of ethically produced coffee beans is of paramount importance and both used reputable 
intermediaries to be able to verify the claims. 
Our core values of this business is (that) it’s a vehicle for people. I guess we exist to better 
the lives of people. And we think that is sustainable business because it actually sustains 
society and community. So while this is a pure for profit business, we redistribute all our 
profit. So I guess it is more social sustainability rather than environmental sustainability 
that I am talking about here. We redistribute back to the people that grow the coffee that we 
use and we roast. … For those coffee growers, it often costs them to grow coffee. For every 
kg they sell it is costing them because the price is so low. So to make the production of 
coffee sustainability; we want to trade that fairly. So there’s a trade and an economic 
sustainability component of our business there. (Christine) 
I think that the word sustainable to me means a value model for your business that people 
can follow and grow. If that values model includes recycling, and being green as part of it, 
then so be it. But having a fibre of social responsibility is important. I think also the culture 
of quality is important as well. If people understand that they're in a quality business and 
they're dealing at a top end, that's important. They won't take shortcuts, like we don’t take 
shortcuts. That sort of thing to me makes a sustainable corporation. So that's a combination 
of quality culture, good social values, and at the back end, the recycling and the green 
responsibilities that every corporation should have, as a combination. (Karina) 
5.3.3.1 Managing Business Affairs 
Being commercially viable with a philanthropic edge 
Managers with a Meaningful Relationships understanding balance the commercial viability of their 
business with also being socially responsible. This means that, even though the businesses focus on 
profitability, there is there is also redistribution of some or all of the profit to community 
stakeholders. Profit redistribution is either to local or international charities, or through supply chain 
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arrangements. There is often a careful selection of which charities are supported to fit the image of 
the business. 
We also redistribute profit back to the local school and also to a business in Calcutta, India 
that makes the t-shirts and hoodies that I’m wearing now.  So that is a business that employs 
women from the sex trade in Calcutta and gives them a job.  It gives them a choice. 
(Christine) 
we believe in strong corporate social responsibility, in terms of charities. We believe that 
that is an important thing. Not just for most of our staff are Gen Ys, but because I think it's 
important to give back. (Karina) 
Thirty per cent profit is reinvested in the business 70 per cent profit redistributed to local 
and international communities (Christine, website) 
Values-based business model 
The Meaningful Relationship understanding has a values-based business model approach. Values of 
family and community, caring, and hard work are exhibited and expected. 
I'm sure it's family values. I came from an immigrant family and we didn't waste anything. 
… you had to eat everything that was on your plate. You had to reuse everything until it was 
un-useful. I'm sure that's where it comes from. (Karina). 
When we started a lot of the staff were friends. People who helped build the place, renovate 
it. So the culture is pretty infused as it was. So 5 years down the track a lot of those guys 
naturally move on and you start employing more random people that (are) just hospitality 
workers. For us those values are really important so generally when we employ someone we 
will sit down and talk about those values. (Christine) 
5.3.3.2 Managing Materiality 
Standard sourcing of inputs 
Managers with a Meaningful Relationship understanding source material inputs through normal 
supply channels and are not totally committed to local and seasonal purchases, unless it is cost 
effective. Coffee beans, though, are the one resource that must be ethically sourced. The green 
coffee beans are sourced either through fair trade25 organisations or intermediaries who source 
sustainably grown coffee. 
We’re not obsessed with growing all our own produce or buying all our own produce within 
50 kilometres of here. We strive to do what we can in those areas. (Christine) 
[Name] strives for best practice … so we only purchase high quality green (coffee) beans 
sourced from the best small land holders, farmer cooperatives and estates throughout the 
                                                 
25 Fair trade is defined as “a trading partnership, based on dialogue, transparency and respect, that seeks greater equity 
in international trade. It contributes to sustainable development by offering better trading conditions to, and securing the 
rights of, marginalized producers and workers” (World Fair Trade Organization, 2014) 
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world. By only using top grade beans we are incentivising farmers to use best practices.” 
(Karina, website) 
One-third of eggs sourced from café farm, the rest through local suppliers (Christine, 
website) 
Managing utilities 
Managing utilities is less important, although participants understand that energy used for heating or 
air conditioning, in the interest of customer comfort, is wasted. 
I feel we chew through the energy to heat it. The economics of that is quite interesting, if you 
have 100+ people in here all day, every day making use this heat or sitting at home. Maybe 
that is actually more sustainable. So the economics of that can actually work out fine, 
because it is a high volume place. (Christine) 
Still use air conditioning, you still have to do that. (Karina) 
Water use was mentioned only twice in the interviews as it applied to using pure water for coffee 
making or selling bottled water as fundraising for a charity. 
We use water filters, which is somewhat wasteful, but it also gives you a great water quality 
that’s important in coffee. In fact, we go further to say that we have reverse osmosis filters 
on a few of our machines downstairs. (Karina) 
Basically we work hard on that charity, they're our number one charity. We donate 10 cents 
from every one of our water bottles sold. So that creates $6000 or $7000, I think, a year. 
(Karina) 
5.3.3.3 Managing People  
Nurturing of relationships with stakeholders 
Those with the Meaningful Relationship understanding see relationships with stakeholder groups, 
suppliers, employees, customers and the extended community, as the most important.  Giving back 
to the local and international community is a key feature of those with this understanding. 
Suppliers 
As the two participants with this understanding are coffee roasters, relationships are built by visiting 
coffee growers.  Unlike the Ethical Provenance understanding, and apart from the sourcing of 
coffee beans, those with the Meaningful Relationships understanding are not as committed to local, 
seasonal, and traceable produce.  These managers are concerned about the living and financial 
conditions of the coffee growers, the communities they are from, and the viability of the coffee 
growing industry.  It is through sourcing ethically grown coffee beans, the managers with this 
understanding support the growers. 
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Coffee plants, don’t last forever and a lot of coffee plantations and co-ops don’t have the 
resources to replant and so by redistributing more than the basic supply and demand model 
of profit back, for those growers they can actually invest in the next generation of 
plantations which makes our coffee supply sustainable (Christine) 
We sent our head chef, … who’s been here for 4 years, over to India with another employee 
earlier this year to visit the t-shirt business and the bag business. (Christine) [This business 
also has a small shop attached selling fair trade or environmentally sound products] 
What else do we do for them (staff)? We have a free trip to a coffee farm every year, where 
they get to pick coffee. (Karina) [This visit was to a domestic coffee supplier] 
 
We’re not obsessed with growing all our own produce or buying all our own produce within 
50 kilometres of here. We strive to do what we can in those areas but there can be tensions 
with locking up the contract as suddenly your profit can go down. We strive towards that but 
we’re not obsessed with the ideology of locally produced for the sake of it. (Christine) 
The sourcing of the coffee beans for the roasting aspect of the enterprise is important. Both 
interview participants rely on intermediaries to source ethically grown coffee to ensure that 
environmental and social guidelines are followed (or exceeded).  
So when we buy (coffee beans) from them (the wholesaler), we pay more, but we know that 
those guidelines that they buy under are strict. They're very mindful of farmer's wellbeing 
and child labour practices, and various legislations. That is the best thing for us, and we 
followed that up, we researched that with our coffee wholesalers, and they gave us all this 
material about what they do. (Karina) 
We actually buy it all through [Name of Supplier], which is a (charitable) trust. The largest 
importer of fair trade products. … They were real pioneers of this and one of the guys who 
works in the coffee and food area, Justin, is … passionate about fair, sustainable trade. Also 
we really back those guys to do a lot of that work overseas. And distributing the money and 
checking up … that sustainable practices are what they say they’re doing. And of course all 
that coffee is organically grown as well. (Christine) 
Creating a good customer experience  
Managers with this understanding consider their restaurant as being part of the local community 
with people from all areas of society being made welcome. Creating a good customer experience 
occurs by their providing a comfortable physical space, and accepting all people into their 
restaurant. 
We want to create a place that people feel like they can belong here. … When we opened 
this was a reasonably rough area, it’s why we put a café here and now there’s brand new, 6 
brand new office blocks going up down the road. It’s changed a lot but we want everyone 
from the guys down the Salvation Army Bridge Programme, to the lawyers in the building 
across the road to the guys living at the homeless shelter at the Sally’s to families. I guess as 
a café we appeal, we do want to be welcoming to all walks of life I suppose, that you don’t 
walk in here and not feel cool enough, or you that you are overdressed. From a community 
 105 
 
point of view, it’s pretty intangible, what I’m talking about here but we do, there’s a culture 
we try to have. (Christine) 
A laundry area is provided for local residents to use as the café is sited in a lower socio-
economic area with high density, low-cost housing (Christine, field notes) 
Regular customers are greeted by name (Karina, Observations) 
 
Creating good employment 
Being good employers is critical to these managers’ values approach to sustainability wherein they 
ensure that employees are treated with respect in line with the values these businesses state.  Their 
employment activities extend to providing work for people from disadvantaged backgrounds.  
We also try to create employment; we are not trying to disemploy people. We think that 
employment is a good thing and we try to create opportunities to give people who might 
struggle to be employed as well. Whether they’ve been out of the workforce for a while, or, 
looking at their CV, if they’ve even got one, you wouldn’t touch them with a barge pole. It’s 
hard to do in a busy café but we do strive to create opportunities like that. (Christine) 
So we look after our people, we pay most people well. … (W)e make sure that everyone gets 
paid everything that's owing and more, and most people above award for example. (Karina) 
Everyone is a human being so treating your employees with respect. … I’m always involved 
in recruiting people and it’s time consuming and its energy sapping and its sustainable 
business practices to look after your employees and retain them as long as you can. 
(Christine) 
We also try to have a big staff meeting 3 times a year, where we report back on how we’re 
going with the values. … We sent our head chef, over to India with another employee earlier 
this year to visit the t-shirt business and the bag business. So they reported back on (their 
experiences). (Christine) 
The café and roastery are closed from 24 Dec – 5 Jan so staff can have a Christmas break 
(Christine, website) 
Building community 
Relationship building goes beyond suppliers, employees and customers to include the local 
community. Supporting the local community involves a variety of practices such as donating to 
selected charities. 
We went on 100k bike ride for these people [heat-lung recipients] just recently and there was 
a heart-lung recipient who did the 100k ride. (Karina) 
Support is provided to 10 community programmes and initiatives. (Karina, website) 
Other means of giving back to the community include supporting local low socio-economic schools, 
providing work experience opportunities to high school pupils, and allowing community events to 
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use the café space after hours. Staff are encouraged to be involved in these initiatives as part of the 
culture of the enterprise. 
For a lot of these kids they have no mentors in life. So a lot of these kids are third 
generation dole bludgers, so their fathers never worked. Their grandfather never worked. So 
they've got no role model in their family, and sometimes it's just coming here, and seeing 
young people working behind the counter. They don't understand why they bother to work; 
because they've got no frame of reference. Because I think 15 year olds are so at the 
crossroads of their life. You can still get to them; you can still instil some values in them at 
that age. (Karina)  
We had a work day down there (the local school) about a month ago where a lot of us go 
down and we combined with the staff on that. I guess, Joe Blogs working here buying into 
those values is a bit harder but we keep pushing it. We try to get some engagement, I 
suppose. We host the school dinner here for the leavers that we put on for them. We’re just 
start to look at some … professional development at the local high school, as well. So that’s 
just an idea at the moment with their Home Ec. (Economics) department. (Christine) 
As a business we’ve built a little coffee cart for the (local) school. They bought the machine 
and they buy the coffee off us at cheap wholesale rates. … They have a coffee cart down at 
the school with $2 coffees and the idea of that is to get parents who would normally dump 
and run to actually hang around and interact a bit. … So one of our staff members goes 
down there every Friday and helps make coffee. In the future we would like to see that a lot 
of our baristas will be able to rotate and go and serve down at the school. (Christine) 
The farm is the next chapter of what we are about. The café, we don’t exist for a café. It’s a 
vehicle (for people), the farm is another chapter of that. It will create employment as well on 
the farm. And it’s out of the city so it’s actually good for some people who are out of prison 
or out of rehab or whatever and we want a good safe place to work. That’s actually a good 
healthy place to be. It’s early days. We haven’t created much employment out there yet. 
(Christine) 
Shop in café selling locally produced, ethically traded or environmentally friendly goods. 
(Christine, field notes)  
5.3.3.4 Managing Waste 
Managing waste through ethical means 
While not their primary focus, managers with the Meaningful Relationships understanding do 
practise waste minimising, composting, and recycling as a means of dealing with waste. If possible, 
excess prepared food is donated to charities because waste is seen as unethical. Obviously, because 
donating surplus to charities has to comply with food health regulations, specific charities are used 
as distributors.  
I hate wasting food. So if we have a lot of sandwiches or whatever left over, we ring [Name 
of charity], they come and collect those and then deliver them to [City name] shelters that 
night. (Karina) 
We take our organic waste out, just on a weekly basis. … Yeah, we’ve got compost bins so 
that will go on our produce. We just haven’t started planting yet so this will be the first 
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season, just an experiment. (Christine) [This enterprise recently bought a farm to grow their 
own produce and supply 30 per cent of their eggs] 
Notably, the use of takeaway coffee cups causes the most concern with decisions being made to 
change these to lessen environmental harm. 
So we're not doing Styrofoam anymore, we were doing Styrofoam and we were holding 
Styrofoam for our customers who didn't want to pay for the paper. Then we made a decision 
that we're just going to kill the Styrofoam, so we just did that. We did that a number of years 
ago, but we just had to make that decision, and these paper cups are way better. (Karina) 
So coffee cups are recyclable. We had the opportunity to get plant-based coffee cups which 
are biodegradable but the problems with that are people think they are recyclable not 
biodegradable so they put them in the recycling but they’re not recyclable. (Christine) 
Other forms of waste are managed as ethically as possible.  Decisions are made to reduce waste 
even though the decision may be opposite to what others in the industry are doing.  One owner 
talked about the waste streams from coffee pods and their decision not follow the industry as well 
as offering waste for reuse. 
We don’t entertain pods. Now I know that pods are a bit thing in the industry at the moment, 
but they are an environmental disaster. That amount of plastic each and every coffee thrown 
in the bin, it's mind blowing. Twelve and a half times round the planet if you line them up 
and that's one company for one year. (Karina) 
I returned to collect free hessian coffee sacks for use in our garden (Karina, field notes) 
Some recycling of cardboard occurs. All other waste is placed into plastic bags for general 
waste disposal. The manager expressed disappointment at not being able to recycle due to 
space limitations at this particular café. (Karina, Observations) 
5.3.3.5 Summary 
The predominant practices of Meaningful Relationships involve interactions with various wider 
stakeholder groups. Relationships go beyond those with suppliers, customers and staff extending to 
include local and international stakeholders (Freeman, Harrison, & Wicks, 2010). These 
relationships occur not only at the owner/manager level, but also with employees engaging with 
suppliers and the local community. Practices include both financial support and providing 
volunteers, managers and employees, for community programmes. One of the restaurants would be 
described as a social enterprise where any profit is returned to develop and support other people-
focused opportunities (Belz & Binder, 2017). The owners of this restaurant pay themselves a salary 
but no have other form of financial benefit from the business. Managing materiality is less a 
concern unless there are social implications such as the sourcing of ethical coffee beans. The 
managing of utilities were not prominent practices; some did mention the intention to use solar 
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power or rainwater capture but not until the future. Managing waste is similar to the Ethical 
Provenance category in that waste causes both financial and ethical concerns. 
The sourcing of coffee beans focused significantly on verifying claims of fair trade, not using child-
labour, and paying more to the growers. Not only did the participants talk about their values-based 
management, they also clearly managed this way especially in their decisions to source organic, 
free-trade coffee. 
Only two participants had this understanding of sustainability and, interestingly, both are coffee 
roasters with cafés attached; therefore they are informal restaurants, one being classified as a large 
business, and the other a small to medium-sized enterprise. The major part of the interviews were 
dedicated to talking about people and the restaurant’s role in being part of a community of people.  
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5.3.4 Bio-Physical Systems 
I chose the term bio-physical because it encompasses the idea that living and non-living are related. 
It best describes a systems ecology in which an ecosystem is: 
…an integrated complex of living and nonliving components. Each component is 
influenced by the others, with the possible exception of macroclimate. And now man is 
on the verge of exerting meaningful influence over macroclimate (Van Dyne, 1979: 
69) 
Managers with this way of practising sustainability comprehend how human and non-human 
beings, and inanimate elements of the natural environment are connected. These practitioners see 
how human life can change the natural environment. For example, if humans damage the natural 
environment, the ability of both human and non-human beings to exist may not continue 
unchanged. 
5.3.4.1 Managing Business Affairs 
Longevity of business 
Business decisions are based on the sustainability of restaurants achieved by balancing their short-
term viability to pay immediate costs and being able to exist into the future in an industry known to 
be risky.  
So that’s what our probably somewhat ridiculous goal is for here. This, as I said, for it to be 
very much a part of the community and for it to be here for 50 years. (Pam) 
I actually like sustainability in terms of a living wage, demands on people emotionally and 
physically, and also the expectations of the diners these days. So we’re looking at the scale 
of your business and what it actually costs to run, as opposed to what people pay for food 
and the perception of what they should pay for food. (Pam) 
Capital purchasing decisions include environmental aspect  
The Bio-Physical Systems category includes decisions depending on environmental outcomes when 
spending capital. Because capital expenditure applies to infrastructure and equipment, many 
participants spoke about purchasing cooking equipment that is dual-purpose, uses alternative energy 
forms or reduces energy consumption, even to the extent of paying more for them. Participants said 
that they felt concern for the environment when they decided what to purchase to equip their 
enterprise with furniture, paint, insulation, lighting, heating and décor:  
When we were building the place we wanted to make sure that we used some water based 
paints and acrylics so they weren’t full of some of the nasties. We insulated the place with 
recycled insulation. … (A)t the end of the day, we paid twice as much for insulation but it 
actually is a better product. (Pam) 
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Even in this space itself it’s a hell of a lot of concrete which in itself is technically 
unsustainable in order to produce, but we did a hell of a lot of research into this space on 
how to heat it and how to maintain thermal mass and for us concrete was for the longevity 
of the business and how we plan on operating it. (Jean) 
5.3.4.2 Managing Materiality 
Alternative sourcing of materials  
The Bio-Physical Systems managers, apart from purchasing materials through the normal supply 
channels, also use alternative methods of sourcing materials. Foraging, bartering and growing their 
own produce exemplify alternative materials sourcing.  Those with a Bio-Physical System 
understanding research the foraged species so they do not to over-harvest and therefore damage the 
survival of other dependant organisms, or they use non-native, wild plants. However, foraging has a 
level of uncertainty and risk through the seasonality of supply. This uncertainty is managed by not 
relying totally on this form of food and regularly changing menus. Bartering also occurs and 
involves exchanging services and goods. Many grow their own produce as a means of sourcing 
unique fresh vegetables and herbs. 
When you forage you, the on-flow can be huge if you’re not picking it with respect. If you’re 
just ripping things out from the root, there’s other plants that rely on that plant, there’s 
other animals that rely on that plant, so you’re effecting the chain. (Jean) 
We do a lot of foraging and using of wild herbs, wild herbs from the side of the road. Things 
like nasturtiums, onion weed, wild rocket, wild fennel, wild blackberry. (Terry) 
(W)e recycle our deep-fryer oil. We barter it with a local guy who uses it to fuel his farm 
and he gives us free strawberries for it. All our deep-fryer oil gets turned into biofuel. 
(Terry) 
Terry showed me around extensive glasshouse and outdoor gardens. As we went around he 
picked vegetables and plants from the wild for the kitchen. (Field Notes) 
Menu contained unusual items such as periwinkles, sweetbreads, and beef heart (Jean, Field 
Notes) 
Fitting out physical space 
Thinking through the environmental impact of equipping the physical space both for kitchen and 
dining areas is important. When making purchasing decisions managers compare different forms of 
construction materials, lighting, heating, cooking equipment, furniture and furnishings to reduce 
their environmental impact. They try to balance the functionality of the equipment with its eco-
features before making any decisions.  Alternatives include installing dual-purpose or power-saving 
ovens, using passive solar heating, natural light, and sustainably sourced timber. 
We’ve wood-fire ovens in the kitchen and that burns all the pruning’s of olive wood. So 99 
per cent burning olive wood and we use a little bit of pine kindling to get it going. (Terry) 
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In this space itself there’s a hell of a lot of concrete which in itself is technically 
unsustainable in order to produce, but we did a hell of a lot of research into this space on 
how to heat it and how to maintain thermal mass and for us concrete was for the longevity 
of the business and how we plan on operating it. That was our choice in order for it to be in 
Hobart, in order for it to maintain heat from the scotch oven and for us not to have a 
variable heat. That was a very conscious decision. (Jean) 
Old buildings were refurbished and fitted out, rather than erecting new buildings (Pam, Jean, 
and Ian, Field Notes) 
Wood pallets were repurposed into outside herb gardens (Ian, Observations)  
Working with natural cycles 
Those with a Bio-Physical Systems understanding work with natural cycles of seasonal planting and 
production. Using local and seasonal produce is central to this understanding. The ways of 
managing the variety and availability of produce is through rapid menu changes and adapting 
cooking methods to the available food. Foods that are more unusual are served on the menu when 
others are in short supply or out of season. One participant went as far as using aged dairy cows on 
the menu and adapted the cooking methods to overcome the meat’s toughness to create a better 
flavoured dish. 
In terms of food, we use growers who don’t use any pesticides or insecticides or fungicides.  
They generally produce their own compost.  Most of the time it’s hand weeded or if it’s not, 
then it’s fairly low impact.  There’s no use of anything else in that growing cycle that isn’t 
produced by the farm, unless they get some top soil or some wood chips and stuff in. (Pam) 
But if you were to serve a five-year-old working cow to a customer without telling the story 
they’ll spit it out, think it’s disgusting. … It’s a dairy cow that’s had a life serving other 
things. In my mind it’s not a bad way to go, at least you’re giving something back. But yeah, 
you tell the story that it is aged. Most meat is not dry-aged, most meat gets put in a Cryovac 
a week after it gets killed and yes, it’s tender, yes it has lots of fat in it, but if the cow, it 
didn’t provide anything up until the point that it died. It took a lot and then you’re left with 
this meat as opposed to this meat where it’s provided milk. (Jean) 
The menu contained a high number of protein-based items, as there is little vegetative 
produce available at the time of the interview. Menu items included periwinkles, and beef 
tongue mortadella sausage (Jean, Observations)  
Plants left to go to seed in the garden for future (Terry, Observations) 
Concern for natural cycles also extends to investigating how the suppliers manage the soil through 
using crop rotation, tilling, and composting as part of a soil management plan.  
Our growers for instance, (one) grows peonies, olives, asparagus, turnips, such a diverse 
variety and just seeing how they manage the earth was very interesting on a essentially 
what’s probably three hectare property – how to rotate things though, how to manage the 
soil, how to keep it working, always have things in the ground is important for me to see and 
important for my staff to see. (Jean) 
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In terms of methods of production, people using Roundup and all those sorts of products, or 
they’re weeding by hand. What are they doing with their soil? Are they using compost teas? 
Are they aerating using tractors and reducing the top soil? Are they actually getting in there 
with certain equipment to maintain that? (Pam) 
Respecting food 
Respecting food is an essential to the Bio-Physical Systems practices. Some foods are not used as 
they are scarce or result from unethical farming (for example, wild tuna or farmed salmon). 
So you know tuna is endangered, do I want to eat it? Not really, so I’ll take it off the menu. 
One man is not going to change the world but at least I feel better about myself as a chef. 
(Ian) 
I don’t use farm salmon. I just don’t think it tastes good. It’s not a pleasure to cook and it’s 
dubious as to what gets fed to them now. (Pam) 
To also show this respect, some ingredients are prepared simply and served in small portions 
allowing one ingredient to be a culinary feature of the dish.  
To be able to have people connect with the food more and have it more – what’s the word – 
I love serving things where there’s no getting around knowing exactly what that is, do you 
know what I mean? So if there’s, with the pigeon I serve it with its claws. A lot of people 
would say “oh my God, you don’t eat the claws why would you do that”. I say, “Well it’s 
representing what it was.” (Jean) 
Degustation menu – allowing for small portions of local, seasonal food.  For one dish, I 
received five potatoes, steamed and served with a sauce that enhanced the flavour of the 
potatoes (Pam, Field Notes)  
Respect for animal life is shown by purchasing whole beasts so that the entire animal can be used.  
Once butchered into the main cuts, the leftover bones and other parts are used as a base for stocks, 
sauces and soups.  
We (get) nearly the whole animal, but I didn’t get the head and I didn’t get parts of the offal. 
I got the tongues, the livers, the hearts, kidneys the bones and the fore quarters. So 
basically, you catch your animal, they put it there and killed it in there and they put the 
animal next door. … So (we butcher it ourselves) from the bones you can make stock, 
sauces, terrines. (Terry) 
5.3.4.3 Managing People  
Using small businesses as suppliers 
The supply relationship involves purchasing directly from small, often family, businesses in the 
local area. This allows the manager to be concerned about the affect production has on the 
environment by knowing the supplier’s approach to soil management, animal welfare and 
husbandry, and harvesting. 
 113 
 
We have so many small growers supply us, you’re aware of what their kids are doing or you 
know, where they went on the weekend or what their place is - we usually go out and visit 
them, so you go into their space. (Pam) 
I think you’re better off giving money to farmers, to experts, and engage with that person. … 
I think first and foremost you need to be giving money to professionals. You have to allow 
for other people to provide you. … I think it’s important to engage with professionals and 
obviously slowly as you go along you filter through the ones that you want to be around 
more and more. … Personally, I’ve visited all of them. (Jean) 
I have a relationship with a guy who is raising his cattle on the property and he grazes his 
cattle on the property in between the olive trees and they are mowing the grass for us, 
instead of paying a guy to ride up and down. It is pretty much seasonal stuff and he then 
sells us the male calves. He is a dairy farmer so we get some the male calves for processing 
and we now serve them on our menu. (Terry) 
On the way into work we stopped at the roadside stalls of small growers to collect fruit and 
vegetables (Ian, Observations) 
Menu contains reference to ‘locally’ sourced ingredients (Terry, Website) 
Managing impact of working conditions on staff 
One of the characteristic of this industry is the difficult working conditions. Those with the Bio-
Physical Systems understanding take this into account by looking after employees because their 
work tenure, their work quality and consistency, and their creativity are greater if they are healthy 
and energetic.  Managers work to create a ‘happy’ work environment, by looking after employees 
and treating them as family.  
I actually like sustainability in terms of a living wage, demands on people emotionally and 
physically. … at the end of the day there’s things that you just do so that you can keep your 
staff happy and with you for a long time. We’ve had a fairly low staff turnover here, in the 
kitchen particularly, but at the same time the fact that people leave at the right time for them 
is also I think a good way of looking at being sustainable on what you get out of your staff 
as well, not just working them to the bone and then getting rid of them. (Pam) 
So we’re basically just surrounding ourselves with likeminded people, is the intention, and 
as long as we’re all working towards the same ideal then happy days. There’s always going 
to be variances in people’s mindsets anyway. I’m open to that, that’s fine. That’s not an 
issue. But the staff are an integral part of it. (Jean) 
Most of them, like myself, have come from rough and ready backgrounds. Most are willing 
to be taught. …So to be happy in an environment that promotes anger and stuff is a really 
difficult thing to overcome. If you can find a work life balance, then I think you are most 
definitely onto a winner. … sustainability equals a happy chef. You know if you’ve got a 
happy chef that’s got a happy team and everybody is happy with their produce happy. 
You’ve got happy customers, you’ve got a story to tell, you’ve built good relationships with 
your suppliers. Yeah, it’s just one big win, win situation. … If you are happy in your work 
environment, then it shows in your cooking. (Ian) 
Ian spoke at length to T. who was wanting to leave due to the impact late nights were having 
on his family. (Ian, Observations)  
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Networking within the industry 
Managers with this understanding readily communicate with others of this industry. New initiatives, 
ideas and experiences are shared and learnt from. Although restaurants compete with each other, the 
managers are also associates who have often trained or worked together.  
The chefing world is a very small community. You chat to them: “what’s your experiences?” 
“Where do you get this?” Why do you do this? Why do you do that?”. That’s a great tool, 
because every chef has a different experience. (Ian) 
Terry (as a new executive chef) was being mentored by Edmund who was Terry’s previous 
employer. (Terry, Field Notes) 
Received Pam’s name from Fred; Pam then gave me Jean’s name. Each of these had either 
worked or trained together. (Fred and Pam, Field notes) 
Providing nutritious food  
Bio-Physical Systems managers focus on providing nutritious food for their customers and 
employees. Those with the Bio-Physical Systems understanding, see connections between how food 
is grown and harvested and its nutritional value. Participants raised concern about the use of 
chemical pesticides and fertilisers and what farmed fish and livestock are fed with. They favoured 
using food of high nutritional value, free from such chemicals and antibiotics. 
Any time anything (is presented) in front of us we want to assess it by: has it been ethically 
raised, is it nutritious, is it delicious, is it relevant. … what I deem as nutritious and that’s 
for me essentially whole foods. Everything, we have, we basically have no fruit and 
vegetable distributors that we deal with, it’s all direct through the farmer because I have a 
belief in eating living things that have come from the ground as opposed to grown in water. 
(Jean) 
Don’t get a chicken from a supermarket because you know that it is not going to be good. 
The term free-range is so loose now that it doesn’t really mean anything. (Ian) 
Are they (staff) able to have a nourishing staff meal? (Pam) 
Perishable vegetative food is purchased and prepared every day for freshness and nutrition 
(Ian, Observations)  
5.3.4.4 Managing Waste  
Reducing delivery packaging 
Through creating relationships with small businesses, delivery packaging for produce is more likely 
to be reduced. Because long distribution chains package goods to protect them during transit, if 
managers source directly from the producer, packaging and associated waste is minimal and or 
reusable. 
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Nothing is packaged, nothing arrives in – the apples don’t come wrapped up in paper with a 
sticker on them, they’re straight from the farmers. Like I said we have no distributors so it’s, 
we’ll go out there, get stuff in crates. (Jean) 
All fruit and vegetables are collected from the roadside stalls in cardboard boxes and paper 
bags (Ian, Observations) 
Alternative food waste management  
Waste management practices use alternative means to reduce the amount of food scraps discarded. 
What would be considered waste in many kitchens (for example, vegetable peelings, leftover bread, 
shellfish shells, and offcuts) are processed for other use. 
We make a lot of bread here, so instead of throwing it in the bin at the end of the day, we 
will dry it out and turn it into breadcrumb. (Ian) 
Then at the end of the night what we’ll do with our seafood, any scraps, anything that’s not 
seen as premium we’ll tray them up and dry them. … Some we’ll salt and dry, some we’ll 
heavily smoke at the start of the process, so when you’re lighting the fire there’s more 
smoke, smoke obviously being a preservative as such, and then some we’ll then dry further, 
so we’ll grate them on leaves or we’ll use them in broths as flavourings. Nothing goes. Or 
we’ll grind them up into butters and cook them using them as a flavour. Cooking them back 
into themselves almost. We’ve got a dish on of abalone that we cook in a sauce made from 
dried oysters. Just nothing hits the bin basically. Any scrap greens we’ll ferment. (Jean) 
Excess seasonal produce is turned into preserves to serve later in the year. (Ian, 
Observations) 
Alternative ways to dispose of green waste are used returning such waste to the earth, often 
informally and non-commercially, thus contributing to the cycle of life. Different methods include 
composting, worm-farms, or using waste for stock feed. 
A lot of farmers keep pigs and they all love it if you keep your scraps of your fruit and veg 
and things like that, that you can’t reuse in stocks and soups elsewhere, we’ll feed them to 
the pigs and keep your suppliers happy. (Ian) 
(It) will go to a large organic composting onsite between here and Peppermint Bay as well, 
… which will then go back into the ground. (Jean) 
Citrus waste. You know, we use a lot of citruses in our aioli etc we keep those and they can 
go around the radishes in the garden we are growing. It stops the slugs going to them. (Ian) 
We’ve wood-fire ovens in the kitchen and that burns all the pruning's of olive wood. So 99 
per cent burning olive wood and we use a little bit of pine kindling to get it going. (Terry) 
Olive wood waste, from the commercial olive plantation) being used to fuel pizza oven 
(Terry, Observations) 
Trialling new composting waste collection initiative. Two bins in the kitchen – 1 for 
compostable waste and the other for non-compostable. Although once the restaurant became 
busy separating the plate waste was not done. (Ian, Observations 
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5.3.4.5 Summary 
Those with a Bio-Physical Systems understanding of sustainability have an ecosystems thinking to 
their business model. They develop and incorporate practices that acknowledge that human and 
non-human beings and inanimate objects are important. Their practices emphasise lessening the 
impact that their restaurant has on the wider natural environment and stakeholders (Roome, 1992). 
Beyond being hospitable and providing a good food experience to customers, managers desire to 
create a positive work environment for employees (Redzepi, 2015) and relate personally to 
suppliers. Having a Bio-Physical Systems understanding recognise the dependence the economy 
and society have on the environment (Marcus, Kurucz, & Colbert, 2010; Parliamentary 
Commissioner for the Environment, 2002). Thus, the economy should not influence and dominate 
all business practices, with society and the environment being not solely viewed as a resource for 
business (Byrch et al., 2007). Managing waste goes beyond the reduce-reuse-recycle axiom by 
including alternative waste management methods. Food waste is of particular concern, as the view 
is food waste shows a lack of respect for the producer and harms the environment. Food waste is 
regularly processed into other edible items, composted, or fed to animals. 
Of the four participants who exhibit this understanding, three are strongly autonomous in making 
decisions about the kitchen. The fourth participant (Terry) had only recently become executive chef 
as was still changing the kitchen and restaurant into this way of practising sustainability. In the 
interview, Terry talked about the restaurant owners as being ‘revenue-driven’ so that any 
expenditure for sustainability initiatives had to have a financial return. This hampered Terry’s wish 
to change some of the practices in the kitchen. Two years after the interview, I caught up with Terry 
to discover that some of the initiatives he wanted to implement have gone ahead, such as 
composting and having their own chickens.  
 117 
 
5.3.5 Leading Lights  
The Leading Lights, as the name suggests, have a diverse and complex understanding of 
sustainability, and show innovations in all of the key sets of sustainability activities.  In addition to 
being innovative in the areas of managing business affairs, materiality, people and waste, what 
distinguished the Leading Lights from the other ways of practising sustainability is they actively 
engage in influencing others within the restaurant community and beyond. Many with this 
understanding take any opportunity to communicate their practices to the public and industry. They 
know that others follow them on various forms of social media, download menus, and attend food 
events and festivals for interested chefs (such as WAW26 and MAD27 festivals). 
Our menu is downloaded hundreds, thousands of times a year. But we don't have hundreds 
and thousands of customers. (Fred) 
And bokashi doesn’t smell that bad but some people don’t like it very much so the gardens 
were never supposed to be public areas but they have very much become public domain so 
we have to be very careful about where we stick things. (Helen) 
So it is about getting that cuisine status back and putting the dynamic of creativity. Giving 
the chefs something to work with. And a sense of pride, putting the pride back into their own 
cuisine. … So that is what a lot of my work is about the books and the TV stuff is just saying 
that story is a very small part of a much bigger story. You look at the beautiful food there 
and beautiful, beautiful product there. (Winifred) 
The Leading Lights clearly articulated a desire to maintain their sustainability principles and not 
compromise was their values. Decisions are based on the desire ‘to do the right thing’ and they are 
willing to decide irrespective of losing profit. By not compromising, the Leading Lights test and 
trial new ideas and initiatives to make their businesses more environmentally and socially 
sustainable. They are strongly aware of environmental and social issues so that, before 
implementing a new initiative, they conduct background research. 
So with fish for example, found the information around sustainability of seafood so 
conflicting four years ago, that I took fin fish off the menu completely for two years. Because 
I could no longer guarantee that what we were serving was a good choice. Through 
research in that two years, I was able to understand better what to serve in the future. We 
put fin fish back on but only one kind. (Fred) 
5.3.5.1 Managing Business Affairs  
Win-win financial viability 
Leading Lights extend concern for the financial viability of their own restaurant to include the 
viability of their, often family-owned, suppliers. They see that suppliers need to be financially 
                                                 
26 What a Wonderful World 
27 MAD – Danish for Food 
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secure to remain in business and the importance of a vibrant local economy, where families are 
supported. 
What I’m about is food chain sustainability; buying from local farmers forming sustainable 
cycle of economy and agriculture and thus nutrition. (Winifred) 
Things like paying the farmers the price that they ask and not beating them down. … 
sustainability is not just of his practices, but really of his business and his life and his 
family’s life. (Fred) 
Investing in innovation for environmental or social outcomes 
Leading Lights are willing to invest in improvements for the betterment of society or the 
environment. Innovating can occur at the expense of higher profits and can be risky. They will trial 
new ideas yet are willing to discard initiatives if not successful. When being interviewed, these 
participants offered new ideas about what next they wanted to do to make economic, environmental 
and social changes. The Leading Lights are early adopters of initiatives or initiate innovations 
recognising that others in the industry are watching. They are happy for others to adopt their 
initiatives if it is good for the planet. 
We’ve experimented with Bokashi and things like that … But their (Bokashi) wheelie bins, 
the taps break off when you hit a stone. It just drives you to tears. The first ones, we had 
about 6 or 8 of them and they are just badly designed. They are designed for concrete, they 
are not designed for out here where there’s stones and after you have broken 4 taps, and 2 
in one day, like I did in one day. (Helen) 
The majority of espresso machines are not properly insulated … most people have got a hot 
water cylinder (at home), it’s like a boiler and so does the coffee machine. And one of the 
things we have identified is that if you can insulate that boiler, you can save a lot of energy 
and so one of the things we would like to develop this year is an insulation blanket for the 
boilers on our machines to help our customers to reduce their power costs and therefore we 
believe that would be more energy efficient. (Steven) 
Initiating different business models 
Managers with a Leading Lights understanding experiment with and initiate different business 
models from the traditional restaurant. One such model is to have a strict bookings-only policy (no 
casual walk-ins) with a set menu (no choice) with only sufficient food being prepared for the 
number of bookings. 
Things like that. In a word, Neil would call himself a frugal chef. A frugal chef, because 
things do not get wasted. If there is, that’s why we do reservation only, because we cook for 
our bookings so we are not cooking food that is going to get wasted or thrown away. … We 
don’t have a menu, so from that perspective we are selling something at $80 or $150 per 
person just to come and eat here, but they are not going to get to choose what they are 
going to eat. (Neil) 
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During afternoon, a potential diner walked into the restaurant wanting to eat that night.  
They were turned away, even though there was space, as it was too late to make a booking 
for that evening with most of the food having already been prepared (Observations, Neil) 
Another business model involves developing a strong local supply chain. To some, doing so meant 
supporting the local economy, as such strength is essential to small communities. Others also 
wished to include cultural aspects of the indigenous community and use local growers as suppliers. 
This required changing menus to incorporate local dishes and the thinking of other managers in the 
hotel chain. 
Twenty restaurants in three resorts and they were importing all their food, mainly because 
the menus were foreign. And I went around and met all the farmers and hooked up with a 
couple of co-ops and started weaving together a bunch of grower supply contracts. It sounds 
simple but it took me two years … And the training of farmers to be commercially savvy but 
once we did successfully have people from the local farmers supplying it often ended up 
being the sous chef’s uncle because these are small islands. That also puts that connectivity 
in place for the chef. (Winifred) 
You talk about being sustainable there is so many different facets because you are dealing 
with other peoples’ businesses and not just your own and if you want to have a vibrant local 
economy I really do believe that you have got to support it in more than just words. (Helen) 
5.3.5.2 Managing Materiality 
Sourcing ethically and locally 
Similar to the Ethical Provenance understanding, the Leading Lights spend time tracing and 
verifying local products.  
I do around about 80 per cent of all our menus come from Queensland. … I have special 
requests for menus that come from a 100 km radius of the centre. The food on the menus. 
Local, fresh seasonal produce. The reason we do that, obviously air miles, quality of 
produce, for example all my olive oil come from R., 30 miles down the road. (Ross) 
The first is by using local suppliers. So rather than, again, trying to find the cheapest chairs 
that have been shipped over from China and made in a factory that have no provenance, 
actually thinking about how we can be individual, still thinking about quality but using the 
local suppliers. For example, the metal chairs that you see here, they were made by a 
company about 3 kilometres from here. (Steven) 
Using alternative sourcing forms  
Numerous forms of alternative sourcing are practised: growing large gardens, restaurants own 
beehives and chickens, collecting rainwater, installing solar generation, foraging, and bartering. 
… when we would forage in the wild, that we would understand the system of biodiversity in 
that particular area. We would understand that potentially, by taking wild plants from the 
environment, we may be taking a food source that another animal in that system needs. So if 
we take too much sea lettuce from a certain area, that’s the main food source of abalone. 
Then we could therefore have negative impact on the abalone. (Fred)  
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Collecting rainwater to reuse, repurpose in the restaurant and in the garden in particular. 
Solar lighting in the backyard where the garden is. (Fred) 
We had (John) part of the Time Bank and he did over 300 hours in the back garden fixing it 
all up and creating the terraced gardens and he recycled everything from the garden. All the 
volcanic rocks, he went to earthquake sites and spoke with the owners and they said “Oh, 
we are not going to do anything with this”. All the marble is recycled from another site. So 
different things like that of just being really smart and turning rubbish into something 
beautiful. … (John) to this day, which was over a year ago, is coming in and eating his time 
back. (Neil) 
Number 1 we either grow the food that we use, mostly in terms of vegetables and herbs and 
leafy greens, to the extent that we rarely buy in any leafy greens or herbs at all in the last 6 
years. The exception being a few bunches of basil. Which is pretty good for a restaurant our 
size. We grow a lot of the specialty vegetables like fennel and celeriac and things like that 
and it’s partly out of economics but also the freshness of it and giving us that ability to work 
in season with the garden. (Helen) 
At the moment they (chickens) just eat all the vegetables and things from (the kitchen). We 
put them in the garden to clear up the garden beds. We have four chickens so we haven’t got 
any meat yet. I think the beehive is really fabulous because we get our own honey and the 
bees are taking care of our garden because they are pollinating everything … everything 
around the area as well. It’s pretty amazing having honey from your own hives, it is like 
liquid gold really, it’s just very, very special. (Neil) 
Adopting/developing new technology 
Adopting or developing new technology is a feature of the Leading Lights. Whether they adopt new 
ideas from others or develop their own, they want to improve environmental outcomes through 
technology. Some ideas are simple such as producing an insulated wrap to conserve energy in 
coffee machines, or more complex like electronic composting units or cleaning without chemicals. 
And one of the things we have identified is that if you can insulate that boiler, you can save 
a lot of energy and so one of the things we would like to develop this year is an insulation 
blanket for the boilers on our machines to help our customers to reduce their power costs 
and therefore we believe that would be more energy efficient. (Steven) 
The other big project that we have been talking to Vector about is: we want to see how we 
can incorporate solar panels into our business. (Steven) 
… we’ve implemented a system that reduces 60 per cent of chemicals in the kitchen. And this 
is called Roxwater. Water goes through a salt slurry and gets an electrical charge put 
through it which alters the pH. And what happens with that, you don’t need to use chemicals 
within the kitchen because it electrocutes all the bacteria. So we have had tests taken which 
shows how effective it is without using any need for chemicals. (Ross)  
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5.3.5.3 Managing People 
Symbiotic relationships with stakeholders 
Leading Lights develop a networked view of stakeholders where relationships are not built on price 
negotiations; instead, they are built on trust and respect and by working personally with people with 
similar values and passion for quality and ethics.  
We are after a really good product made by passionate people and those people will 
probably more likely engage in better practice where they can when they go to harvest it 
sooner than the bigger players who have got more to lose to change. (Helen) 
(W)hen (we) find a new product he (chef) doesn’t ask them how much it is. That is not his 
first question. His first questions are: Where has this come from? How has it been grown? 
How do you do this? What do they eat? Not how much it costs. You don’t establish a 
relationship on how much it is. No. You need to establish a relationship with people, one of 
the first things you can do is: ‘this is 100 ($), that is fine but in the end you don’t have a 
relationship with somebody else. And that what I care; it’s being in a relationship with a 
person because everyone in the industry is at war, everyone is in business in general. (Neil) 
(S)ustainability means not just taking care of the environment, but also taking care of 
humans and businesses as well. It’s … not just about protecting biodiversity to me, even 
though that’s important. It’s about making sure that everybody gets a fair price for their 
product and a fair price for their skills or their labour as well. (Fred) 
Employee working conditions 
Leading Lights attempt to create an environment that enhances peoples’ health and well-being, 
whether with customers, employees or the wider community. Employee retention is reported to be 
high as they are well treated in an industry often known for high staff turnover rates. Employees’ 
working conditions include options such as closing two days per week to enable all staff to have a 
‘weekend’, staff engagement opportunities, or time off for education. 
(E)veryone works really hard here in the restaurant but we try to mitigate some of the 
negative effects of the industry. We could be open 7 days and we were for the first 3 years. 
We didn’t really have the staff to cover it and eventually we made the decision to close 2 
days a week. … we have found, especially for ourselves and certainly our staff, that if we 
don’t close two days a week you stretch yourself too thin and it’s sustainability for us 
otherwise we will all go crazy. (Helen) 
(E)very day we have what we call staff speeches, 2:30 we sit down in this room … as a big 
group on chairs looking at each other. I'll stand up or I'll sit down and I'll tell the staff about 
something inspiring for the day. Something that I've learnt, some new idea we've had for the 
restaurant, how can we make things better. I'll speak for 10 minutes and then each day one 
of the staff members, a different person each day, stands up and gives a speech for 10 or 15 
or 20 minutes on a topic (of) particular interest to them. … So lots and lots of good ideas 
come from everybody in the business being able to have a voice and say hey, geez we 
shouldn’t really be doing this. … I think one of the main things you can do as a business 
owner or a leader, is empower your staff to have an opinion and not always agree with you. 
And to do research independent of their own work, for no reason other than it empowers 
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them and will ultimately make your business more sustainable, more ethical and better. 
(Fred) 
Another part of sustainability that people often don’t talk about … they might not talk about 
how they treat their own staff. I believe that that is really important. So the number one 
thing is transparency, and second is professional development and communication with 
those staff as to what they want to get out of their job. A lot of people might be happy to 
come to work every day and do the same job and they might not be seeking to progress their 
career, but other people are more ambitious. I think that it is really important, as an 
employer, we have a duty to understand the expectations of our employees and where they 
want to go. So … say, they’ve worked for us for a period of time and they say they want to 
go and do a web design course; we will always try and accommodate them within the 
company around their studies. (Steven) 
Concern for the customer’s health 
Because managers with this understanding are concerned for their customers’ health, they develop 
menus that are nutritionally balanced, thus acknowledging that poor diets threaten people’s health 
and well-being. Practices involve ensuring food is fresh, animals and fish are eating the right food, 
and there is no cross-contamination from wastewater systems into aquifer-sourced drinking water 
(in rural areas). 
We have our own water source from a bore, which is fantastic, it is gorgeous water, its 
alluvial filtered water and, but we have to manage our wastewater carefully to make sure 
that we don’t endanger that. (Helen) 
Health is a really big one as well. Most people say when asked what Pacific Island food is 
go ‘Its fatty meat and white bread’. So if I put forward a contemporary healthy cuisine 
based on Pacific Island food culture and products then there is an alternative. … Cost is 
important but cost is one part of a bigger picture. It is an important part but it is not the 
only part. Health and nutrition and all those things are a cost as well. (Winifred) 
We are very aware and we know that food is not something that is just cheap and that it 
needs to just be thrown away. It’s something that is very special and it is a part of who we 
are and it makes up who we are as well. So what we are putting into our body is very 
important for health and longevity and every aspect of life really. (Neil) 
What’s sustainable about eating a farm fish that is fed chicken feathers for example. Since 
when did fish start eating chicken, is that sustainable? (T)hat might be sustainable to a 
scientist or a fish farmer., but that’s unsustainable to me. Because I Don’t want to eat fish 
that’s been eating chicken, I think there’s something fundamentally wrong with that. It’s a 
difficult one, because not everything is what it seems either, when you see fish you don't 
think of that fish being fed chicken meal do you? You don't think of feathers being a part of 
its diet, would you eat feathers? I wouldn’t eat feathers and I wouldn’t eat a fish that ate 
feathers either. Even if it’s reconstituted as something else. I'd rather just eat vegetables if 
that’s the case. (Fred) 
Involvement in the community 
Further to relationships with suppliers, customers and employees, Leading Lights are active in local 
and international communities. Investing in community groups by offering cooking classes, creating 
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work opportunities, or doing charitable work are some of the practices undertaken. Those who are 
dealing with suppliers internationally such as fair trade coffee growers see the importance of 
visiting these communities. 
We have a relationship with a community house here where I do cooking classes, how to use 
cheaper cuts of meats, those sorts of things as well. (Ross) 
We have programmes here where the staff donate their time which is paid for by the 
company to go and do all these different programmes. Things like (name of charity), the 
RSPCA, Ronald McDonald. …. I do all the cooking for the homeless. Every year I do a 
breakfast for them as well at (a) Community House. All these things we put in place. (Ross) 
We are not a restaurant that wants everyone to be eating out. No, we think it important that 
you are cooking for yourself in your house. … Workshops have been on fermented foods. … 
And then there was a lady who came in and she does a pig in a day. … how to take your 
whole animal and use all the different pieces and how to make sausages. (Neil) 
I volunteer for a charity organisation called [Name]. They’re a charity which reaches out to 
at risk under privileged and disadvantaged children in our community here in [City]. I 
volunteer for two hours every Thursday and [Name] teaches children life skills, important 
life skills using [a sport] as the vehicle. So they go into the public housing estate, … and 40 
or 50 kids come down from the towers and [Charity] have coaches who work with the 
children. It’s not even about [sport] it’s about putting positive role models into the 
neighbourhood where there’s very, very few. (Fred) 
There is a group of agriculturalists in Samoa, a women’s group, and they have certified 
nearly 1000 organic family farms there. So now I’m working on a project to link those farms 
into tourism with hotels. We are just working with four hotels to begin with because we have 
got to get all the systems figured out. (Winifred) 
(Last year) I was wanting to validate the core proposition of Fairtrade. So, rather again just 
saying ‘hey, we’ve got a Fairtrade logo on our packaging, we pay above market rates for 
our green beans and our cocoa and our sugar for the drinking chocolate so therefore we 
can put a Fairtrade mark on it’. I wanted to go further than that, I wanted visit, go up to the 
villages and visit the co-ops, visit the farmers and talk to them first hand and see with my 
own eyes how Fairtrade was positively impacting them. I was able to see, across their co-
op, how the Fairtrade premium that we pay and that they receive, has benefited the 
community. So it doesn’t go directly to one individual, it goes to the whole community. So 
the intention is that, it’s primarily used for community well-being and infrastructure 
initiatives that will help everything from, as I said before, schooling, sanitation, fresh water, 
and roading for access to markets. And also governance and transparency with regards to 
how they do business. (Steven) 
Mobilising others 
The main distinguishing practice of Leading Lights that differentiates it from those of the Bio-
Physical Systems category are activities related to mobilising others to change industry and societal 
practices. They want to be a positive influence on others whether by doing consulting work with 
other large operations to assist their sustainability implementation, or at events or through social 
media, a range of activities encouraging others to adopt similar practices. Public and industry 
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awareness has been raised through publishing recipe books with a sustainability theme, winning 
national and international restaurant or sustainability awards, appearing in TV series and 
programmes, or performing TED talks. With the Leading Lights prominence in the industry and 
media, they are aware that they have a following and therefore realise that they have the opportunity 
to influence. 
Our company is opening up a number of venues around the world so we are just doing the 
new [City] Convention Centre at the moment. So a lot of the stuff we (do here is) being 
implement(ed) into the new one down in [City], so we take these practices with us wherever 
we go. … part of my corporate role is implementing a lot of this stuff into new venues. 
(Ross) 
Yeah, so therefore when you realise that the menu was downloaded 40,000 (times) last 
month, you realise that people are looking at your menu, not just because they want to come 
to dinner here because they physically can’t a lot of the times. They’re looking at your menu 
for other things, like inspiration … So if we have an ingredient that’s very unsustainable, 
like orange roughly, on the menu, then all we’re doing is promoting irresponsible habits in 
a way. We're saying “yeah let’s go and eat this fish and let’s kill it till there's no more left in 
the ocean”. (Fred) 
If you start looking at what is it you sustain, you are sustaining a culture, sustaining a 
community, sustaining health, sustaining a resource. It starts to build very quickly and I’m 
definitely coming from that large place. Once you see it happening and the effect on what 
areas you start thinking that way. That’s in my TED talk too, that thinking process. 
(Winifred) 
5.3.5.4 Managing Waste 
Apart from the standard range of waste minimisation activities common to the other four ways of 
practising sustainability such as refusing or returning packaging, those with the Leading Light 
understanding extend their waste management practices beyond the norm. For many, the ideal is for 
no waste to go to the landfill, thus preferring to reuse waste within their restaurant or to offer it to 
others to use. Innovation and research become the foundation of these activities. 
Foam boxes that come in with broccoli, broccolini etc. What we do with them, we wash them 
out and return them to our fishmongers who then uses them for all our fish. … From things 
like glass jars they get washed out and they get sent off to schools to be used. Egg trays, we 
keep all them and we send them off to a kindergarten for the kids to use for their paints. … 
We aim for zero landfill from the kitchens. (Ross) 
Every single thing [possible] is composted. … more recently we bought a composting 
machine, it’s called a closed loop organics … We put about 600 kilos of organic waste a 
week into there.  That gets turned into about 80 kilos of compost which we then put back 
through our gardens. Now that can be vegetable peelings, handtowels, scraping from 
customers plates, weeds from our garden.  Shells from lobsters, shells from mussels, it could 
be soft animal bones, it can be coffee grinds. (Fred) 
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We have chickens so a lot of the vegetables that most people would just be throwing away 
the tops off everything actually get fed to the chickens.  … even fish bones get roasted for the 
chickens (Neil) 
Innovative waste management 
Carefully considering how to manage waste leads those with this understanding to be innovative 
and trialling new waste management systems. Firstly, though, every possible input is carefully 
assessed for its potential to become waste and will be rejected if the plastic used does not have the 
correct recycling symbols. Managers conduct research into what packaging the restaurant will use 
for their takeaway coffee cups, food wrapping, and other items so consumers can choose to dispose 
of it ethically. Managers also verify manufacturer/supplier claims through in-house testing before 
they make decisions. 
(T)here are simple things like how we manage our waste. I believe that is like the 101 of 
being a sustainable business and that’s not only how we dispose of our waste but it is also 
the packaging that we use and how the consumer will dispose of the packaging that they will 
get from us. (Steven) 
I take anything that has a claim about compostability, I put it in my own worm farm at home 
and then I monitor the progress because I want to make sure that I can validate the claims 
that the supplier has made, rather than just take their word for it. (Steven) 
At the moment I am looking at changing all the packaging around the building. So there is a 
new type of packaging which breaks down in less than 12 weeks, so we put the salads, the 
fast food public catering style of food. So I am just testing that at the moment. (Ross) 
In large businesses, excess food suitable for human consumption, is sent to other entities rather than 
be wasted. The normal practice in many restaurants is to discard vegetable and meat off-cuts if the 
wrong shape or size; Leading Lights managers repurpose this waste. 
All vegetables. All vegetable scraps we keep and once a week we make a soup for the 
homeless so we don’t throw any food away to landfill. So we actually, vegetable scraps get 
turned into soup. Any food that has been prepared, that hasn’t been consumed and is left in 
a safe area goes to a foodbank to feed the homeless so we do around 50,000 meals a year to 
feed the homeless. (Ross) 
Alternatively, waste from the restaurant is sent to another business to manufacture into other 
products. 
… they take some of our waste and repurpose it in their restaurant and make broths. Like 
fish bones and things like that. (Fred) 
The first waste stream is coffee grounds they go up north to a company called T. P. and they 
turn it into a retail product called ‘F.’ which is a soil enhancer. So they add charcoal to it, 
mix it together and add a couple of other organic nutrients and then they sell that in garden 
centres. And the other is compostables, the food scraps and the vegie offcuts goes to a 
commercial compost facility and again it gets turned into a value-added product. We are 
literally creating value-added products from our waste streams. (Steven) 
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Feeding waste back into life cycle 
Green waste is fed back into the life cycle through a variety of means. Some managers take a 
technological approach by installing composting units for either their own or others gardens. Others 
have their own chickens that both dispose of food waste and provide fresh eggs. 
All other food that has been touched and not been consumed goes into the Biobin which then 
gets used for fertiliser etc into a biomass compost. (Ross) 
We have chickens … so a lot of the vegetables that most people would just be throwing away 
actually get fed to the chickens. (Neil) 
Inside the kitchen we separate (organic waste) into compost and chicken edibles and so 
we’ve got chickens on site that we feed the chicken scraps to, like bits of chocolate cake and 
things like that, leafy greens and the like and rest of it that we can't handle into there we put 
into compost. Things like fish, left over fish frames and trim like that we cook them off, like 
salmon frames, cook them off and give them to the chooks as a source of protein. (Helen) 
Returning waste to the ground goes beyond the composting of green waste to include water. 
Water is a massive thing, as you can appreciate. We, all ice that has been used for functions 
or is being used for functions and it has been taken back off the tables or in vases it then 
goes into a well overnight and it drips into. And what we do, it defrosts into a container 
which is then used for all the (local) parks. (Ross) 
Collecting rainwater to reuse, repurpose in the restaurant and in the garden in particular. 
(Fred) 
5.3.5.5 Summary 
The Leading Lights understanding is similar to that of the Biophysical Systems with all four key 
sets of sustainability activities importantly showing they have similar practices, except the 
managers with this understanding challenge the established practices of restaurants to change 
others’ behaviours. There are two distinguishing activities enacted by the Leading Lights not 
evident in those with the Biophysical Systems. Firstly, activities associated with advocating for 
sustainability practices emanate from their public and industry prominence. Leading Lights are the 
champions that promote sustainability practices to others either professionally or publically. 
Professionally, the Leading Lights seek to mobilise others in the restaurant industry by training 
employees in sustainability practices, influencing chefs, and industry networking. The Leading 
Lights understand their influence on the public because of the current fascination with food and 
cooking. They have gained public prominence by winning food and sustainability awards, 
publishing cookbooks, and appearing on television, thus providing them with opportunities to share 
their sustainability practices and knowledge with others. Those of the Biophysical Systems, 
Meaningful Relationships and the Ethical Provenance categories often follow the Leading Lights. 
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The second distinguishing activity is the developing, trialling or implementing of new initiatives 
even if accompanied by lower financial returns. The Leading Lights are innovators and are willing 
to forgo profits to develop and adopt new practices (Adams et al., 2015). Profit provides the means 
to experiment with innovative practices to attain a goal of being increasingly sustainable. 
Innovations such as trialling a recharging unit for electric cars, developing heat blankets for coffee 
machines, creating production gardens, keeping bees or chickens, paying employees for volunteer 
days, installing solar generation, saving water for reuse, adopting new business models are just 
some of the activities undertaken to make their restaurant more sustainable. Many of these 
businesses within this category of practising sustainability are small and owner-operated yet, even 
within the policies of the large multi-national corporations, opportunities are found to experiment 
and implement new practices. Examples of large enterprise innovations are the rewriting of menus 
to source from local communities, exploring new packaging methods, and installing new energy-
efficient cooking and cleaning equipment or a large composting unit. What was evident during the 
interviews was the commitment shown by the Leading Lights to conduct their own research into 
new ideas to ensure supplier information claims are accurate. To the Leading Lights, being 
sustainable involved continually reflecting on current practices, evaluating whether improvements 
could be made, and identifying and analysing alternatives prior to changing their practice. 
The participants with this understanding appear to be highly regarded. Other interviewees named 
them as having interesting ideas on sustainability, thus endorsing them as possible candidates for 
inclusion in this research. 
5.4 Variation between the Ways Managers Practise Sustainability 
It is worth examining the potential causes of variation between the different ways managers practise 
sustainability. Two possible explanations come from the proxies used to develop the sampling 
scheme (see Table 4.1), that is, the type of restaurant (Quick Service, Informal and Formal) and the 
size of the business (small to medium-sized or large enterprises). Other characteristics potentially 
influencing the different forms of practice are the countries in which the restaurants are located and 
whether the restaurants have gained public recognition. Comparing each variable against the 
different forms of practice is the means for evaluating the sources of variation.  
5.4.1 Variation of Practices Based on Type of Restaurant 
Each type of restaurant has different pricing structures and levels of service, which may explain 
why the different ways of practising sustainability developed.  It would be expected that managers 
would adopt activities reflecting the particular characteristics of each type of restaurant. For 
example, the assumption that Quick Service restaurants, focused on cheap products, limited menus, 
 128 
 
and fast service, are more inclined to a Purposeful Frugality way of practising sustainability would 
be valid. Similarly, formal restaurants, emphasising high quality service, extensive menu, and high 
prices would reflect a greater commitment to sustainability. Contrary to this expectation, as Table 5-
2 shows, the type of restaurant does not indicate a particular way that managers practise 
sustainability. Quick Service restaurants have both Purposeful Frugality and Ethical Provenance 
ways of practising sustainability. Admittedly, this may be attributed to the limited number of 
participants in the sample set who operate these restaurant types.  Managers of Informal and Formal 
restaurants were spread across all five ways of practising sustainability.  It, therefore, can be 
assumed that type of restaurant does not influence how managers understand and practice 
sustainability. 
Table 5-2 Sources of Variation Based on Type of Restaurant 
 Purposeful 
Frugality 
Ethical 
Provenance 
Meaningful 
Relationships 
Bio-Physical 
Systems 
Leading Lights 
Quick Service 2 1    
Informal  3 2 2 2 
Formal 4 3  2 4 
Total 6 7 2 4 6 
 
5.4.2 Variation in Practice Based on Size of Enterprise 
With using size of enterprise as a proxy, I expect that small to medium-sized, and large enterprises 
would practise sustainability differently. To briefly reiterate the argument (see Sub-section 4.3.2); 
large enterprises have greater resources, in finance, knowledge and time, to implement 
sustainability initiatives. In contrast, large enterprises have to provide a return on investment to 
shareholders that potentially restrains adoption of sustainability activities. Small to medium-sized 
enterprises, on the other hand, are assumed to have limited time, knowledge and financial resources, 
which hinder adoption of new sustainability initiatives. In response to these arguments, large and 
small to medium-sized enterprises are represented in all ways of practising sustainability (see Table 
5-3). This leads me to conclude that business size is not a source of variation. An explanation of this 
result is that small to medium-sized enterprises may be more innovative because their managers are 
committed to a particular view of sustainability and have the flexibility and enthusiasm to trial new 
ideas. Large businesses will be guided by different sustainability strategies and policies, which 
allows for a variety of practices to be used. Size of enterprise, commonly used as a proxy for 
organisation resources, does not indicate a particular understanding and practice of sustainability. 
This is consistent with other research that small to medium-sized and large enterprises respond 
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along a continuum of reactive to proactive strategic and operational actions (Aragón-Correa et al., 
2008; Williams & Schaefer, 2013). 
Table 5-3 Source of Variation Based on Size of Enterprise 
 Purposeful 
Frugality 
Ethical 
Provenance 
Meaningful 
Relationships 
Bio-Physical 
Systems 
Leading 
Lights 
Total 
Large  4 1 1  2 8 
Small-Medium  2 6 1 4 4 17 
Total 6 7 2 4 6 25 
 
5.4.3 Variation of Practice Explained by Country of Participant 
Variation in practising sustainability could result from the influences of the country in which the 
participant’s restaurant is situated. While New Zealand and Australia are geographically close, the 
influences of each country’s culture, education system and business environment could potentially 
influence the understanding and practice of sustainability. While comparable numbers of 
participants are from each country, only marginal variations in the ways managers practise 
sustainability based on country are apparent (Table 5-4). From Table 5-4, Australian restaurants 
tend to practise sustainability with a Purposeful Frugality and Ethical Provenance perspective, with 
the Leading Lights way of practicing sustainability is more prominent in New Zealand. 
These observations are inconclusive because of the small sample size. This variation may be caused 
partly by the snowball sampling technique I used, where participants tend to recommend people 
who hold similar views (Cavana, Sekaran, & Delahaye, 2001) or, as stated earlier, this may be the 
influence of a particular country’s training and culture. Because conclusive statements cannot thus 
be based on this small sample, further research is needed to investigate whether these differences 
are significant. 
Table 5-4 Source of Variation Based on Participant’s Country 
 Purposeful 
Frugality 
Ethical 
Provenance 
Meaningful 
Relationships 
Bio-Physical 
Systems 
Leading 
Lights 
Total 
Australia 4 4 1 2 2 13 
New Zealand 2 3 1 2 4 12 
Total 6 7 2 4 6 25 
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5.4.4 Variation of Practice Based on Food and Sustainability Awards 
A number of participant restaurants are recognised publicly after winning food and sustainability 
awards. Comparing to their ways of practising sustainability may explain any variation. I anticipate 
that those with the higher, more complex ways of practising sustainability would have their efforts 
more significantly acknowledged.  Plotting the award winners against the different ways of 
practising sustainability (Table 5-3) indicates the Leading Lights have received more awards than 
the others. Whether these figures are quantitatively significant is beyond the scope of this research, 
thus requiring further investigation. Many of the Leading Lights did appear on “Best Sustainable 
Restaurant” lists in the media, and I used these lists as a means of identifying potential participants. 
Securing public recognition for sustainability efforts may not be high priority for many restaurants 
as evidenced by the paucity of participants who have received these awards. As stated in many of 
the interviews, many apply sustainability because they either see it as, the right thing to do or have 
a, we just get on with it attitude; therefore, managers may not be looking for public accolades. 
Interestingly, Eunice and Ross, while practising sustainability in different ways, have won both 
food and sustainability awards. The commonality is that they are both from large organisations 
where formal policies possibly influence the practices that these participants talked about. 
Table 5-5 Source of Variation Based on Food and Sustainability Awards 
 Purposeful 
Frugality 
Ethical 
Provenance 
Meaningful 
Relationships 
Bio-Physical 
Systems 
Leading 
Lights 
Food Award Eunice* 
Lucy 
Edmund 
Mary 
Owen 
Karina Luke 
Terry 
Fred 
Helen  
Neil 
Ross* 
Winifred 
Sustainability 
Award 
Barbara 
Eunice* 
   Ross* 
Steven 
Total 3 3 1 2 6 
* Restaurants received both food and sustainability awards 
 
5.5 Conclusion 
The main findings presented in this chapter clarify how managers practise sustainability, that is, in 
five qualitatively different ways of Purposeful Frugality, Ethical Provenance, Meaningful 
Relationships, Bio-Physical Systems and Leading Lights. The variety of activities that managers 
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undertake in their restaurants became the basis for identifying the differences between each way of 
practice. Each way of practising and understanding sustainability was explained in detail using 
interview quotes and observational data to substantiate the results. This chapter finished by 
exploring the sources of possible variations in the ways that sustainability is practised, concluding 
that neither size nor type of organisation can be used to explain any differences. Even though the 
restaurant industry has a peculiar set of challenges, this industry is not necessarily unique in the 
ways managers practise and understand sustainability. 
An overview of the five ways managers practice sustainability, provided in Table 5-6, shows that 
each understanding is shared, with a number of participants having alike activities and practices.  
The results also identified the ways of practising sustainability as hierarchically ordered from 
‘Purposeful Frugality’ being the least comprehensive understanding of sustainability through to 
‘Leading Lights’ whose understanding is complex and comprehensive.  While there are a small 
number of participants with the ‘Meaningful Relationships’ understanding, this should not cause 
concern, as this study relied on sampling for theoretical saturation to identify all the distinct 
understandings, rather than having equal representation in each category. 
Table 5-6 A Summary of Research Participants and their Placement in the Ways of Practising 
Sustainability 
 The Five Ways of Practising Sustainability 
 Purposeful 
Frugality 
Ethical 
Provenance 
Meaningful 
Relationships 
Bio-Physical Leading Lights 
Participant 
Names28 
Andrew 
Barbara 
George 
Lucy 
Eunice 
Vincent 
Dennis 
Edmund 
Mary 
Owen 
Quentin 
Xavier 
Yani 
Christine 
Karina 
Ian 
Jean 
Pam 
Terry 
Fred 
Helen 
Neil 
Ross 
Steven 
Winifred  
Total 6 7 2 4 6 
 
The following chapter will present the main features of managers’ understanding of the practice of 
sustainability as organised by the key sets of sustainability activities.  It will also show how this 
research contributes to the sustainability literature and its practical implications.  
                                                 
28 Participant’s names are changed for anonymity.  In ascribing pseudonyms, gender names were randomly selected. 
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Chapter 6 
Managers’ Practice of Sustainability 
6.1 Introduction 
Understanding and practising sustainability is often presented as managers balancing the tensions 
between economic prosperity, environmental quality and social equity dimensions.  This 
perspective can be understood using the triple bottom line model (Elkington, 1997). Sustainability 
research often structures its inquiry by drawing on the Brundtland Commission’s definition of 
sustainable development. Engaging a practice theory approach, with its limited use in sustainability 
studies, is a deliberate and novel departure from using predetermined sustainability frameworks 
employed by the majority of the organisation and the natural environment research. This study 
argues that using predetermined frameworks hides central aspects of how managers practise 
sustainability in their everyday activities. 
While Chapter 5 demonstrated the origins of the practice theoretical account of the practice of 
sustainability, this chapter discusses managers’ understanding of it. This chapter also shows how 
the five ways that managers understand and practice sustainability (that is, using the key sets of 
sustainability activities offered in Chapter 5) contribute to the sustainability literature. I thus begin 
by explaining the main features of my theoretical account.  I follow that by suggesting how this 
thesis contributes to the organisation and natural environment literature and its practical 
implications for managers and policy-makers. This chapter concludes by outlining the limitations of 
this thesis and the opportunities it provides for future research. 
6.2 A Practice Theoretical Account of Managers’ Practice of 
Sustainability 
Managers bring different perspectives to the enactment of sustainability based on how they 
understand and practise sustainability evidenced by the inclusion of a broad range of associated 
activities.  Theoretically, understanding and practising sustainability (see Chapter 5 and Table 6.1) 
has four defining features: 
I liked the idea that once you reduced something to just flour, 
water, and salt, there would be no limit to how good a bread could 
be. Even if you source the most expensive flour you can find, bread 
will still not be a luxurious and expensive item on the menu. The 
luxury lies in the craft and technique you put into it. 
Christian F. Puglisi, Relæ, 2014, p. 40 
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First, managers understand sustainability in five distinctly different ways (see Section 6.2.1), each 
with their own unique mix of activities: 
• Purposeful Frugality 
• Ethical Provenance 
• Meaningful Relationships 
• Biophysical Systems, and  
• Leading Lights. 
Second, sustainability activities can be separated into four key sets of sustainability activities (see 
Section 6.2.2). Depending on the manager’s understanding and practice of sustainability, the sub-
activities vary within each key set of sustainability activities.  The four key sets of sustainability 
activities are: 
• managing business affairs,  
• managing materiality,  
• managing people, and  
• managing waste.  
Third, an entwining between activities and understandings occurs where the manager’s 
understanding of the practice of sustainability organises the activities into specific ways of 
practising it.  Therefore, different activities are reflective of, and organised by, the manager’s 
understanding (see Section 6.2.3), and 
Fourth, the five ways of practising sustainability are hierarchically ordered because of increasing 
complexity involved in understanding sustainability and practising it (see Section 6.3.4).  The 
higher-level understandings comprehend complex relationships between the different key sets of 
sustainability activities, by including and organising an array of different everyday activities.  
Sustainability thus becomes manifest depending how it is understood and what different everyday 
activities are chosen and organised. 
The rest of Section 6.2 elaborates these four features. 
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Table 6-1 A Practice Theoretical Account of Managers’ Practice of Sustainability 
Ways of 
Practising 
Sustainability 
Understanding 
Sustainability 
Key Sets of Sustainability Activities 
Key Terms Managing Business Affairs Managing Materiality Managing People Managing Waste 
Purposeful 
Frugality 
Sustainability is understood 
as the long-term financial 
viability of the business. 
Emphasis is on the efficient 
use of resources.  
− Reducing costs 
− Managing the cost versus 
quality equation 
− Evaluating decisions of 
expenditure based on ROI 
− Regular financial 
management 
− Innovating for efficiency 
and cost gains 
− Minimising the cost of 
material inputs 
− Minimising use of energy 
and water 
− Operational efficiencies 
− Local sourcing 
− Minimising staff costs 
− Developing staff for 
organisational needs 
− Marketing and public 
relations focus on 
customers 
− Negotiated contracts with 
suppliers 
− Standard waste 
management practices 
− Minimising wastage 
• Financial advantage 
• Cost reduction 
• Waste minimisation 
Ethical 
Provenance 
Sustainability is understood 
as ethically and responsibly 
managing materials, suppliers 
and customers. Emphasis is 
on ethical activities especially 
sourcing of materials and 
waste disposal. 
− Paying more for ethically 
sourced inputs 
− Working with smaller 
margins 
− Sourcing of ethically 
produced inputs 
− Tracing inputs 
− Managing scarce 
resources 
− Using non-
environmentally invasive 
inputs 
− Limited production of 
own inputs 
− Product planning 
− Building relationships 
with ethical suppliers 
− Educating staff 
− Providing a story to 
customers 
− Educating customers 
− Minimising wastage 
− Repurposing waste 
− Using others’ waste 
• Traceability 
• Transparency 
• Ethical behaviour 
• Local availability 
• Supplier integrity 
Meaningful 
Relationships 
Sustainability is understood 
as the building and 
maintaining of stakeholder 
relationships. Emphasis is on 
people and relationships. 
− Commercially viable with 
a philanthropic edge 
− Values-based business 
model 
− Standard sourcing of 
inputs 
− Managing utilities 
− Nurturing of relationships 
with stakeholders 
through: 1. Suppliers, 2. 
Customer experience, 3. 
Creating good 
employment, and 4. 
Building community. 
− Managing waste 
through ethical means 
• Stakeholders 
• Relationships 
• Community 
• Philanthropy 
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Bio-Physical 
Systems 
Sustainability is understood 
as a web-like structure 
connecting the environment, 
people and economics. 
Emphasis is on valuing 
human, non-human and non-
living things and the 
interconnections between 
them. 
− Longevity of business 
− Capital purchasing 
decisions include 
environmental aspect 
− Alternative sourcing of 
materials 
− Fitting out physical space 
− Concern materials have 
on the natural 
environment 
− Respecting inputs  
− Using small businesses as 
suppliers 
− Managing impact of 
working conditions on 
staff 
− Networking within the 
industry 
− Producing safe products 
− Reducing delivery 
packaging 
− Alternative waste 
management 
• Biodiversity 
• Interconnectivity 
• Respect 
• Interdependency 
• Ecosystem thinking 
Leading Lights Sustainability is understood 
as the long-term existence of 
the planet. Emphasis is on 
advocating for personal and 
business change. 
− Win-win financial 
viability 
− Investing in innovation 
for environmental or 
social outcomes 
− Initiating different 
business models. 
− Sourcing of ethically and 
locally 
− Using alternative sourcing 
forms 
− Adopting/developing new 
technology 
− Relationship building 
with stakeholders 
− Employee working 
conditions 
− Involvement in the 
community 
− Mobilising others 
− Minimising waste 
− Innovative waste 
management 
− Feeding back into life 
cycle 
• Experimentation 
• Advocacy 
• Innovation 
• Learning 
• Global ecosystem 
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6.2.1 Understanding the Practice of Sustainability 
The Practice Theoretical Account of Managers’ Practice of Sustainability proposes that managers 
understand sustainability in five ways, thus contrasting to the common view that centres on one 
understanding as presented by the triple bottom line model.  This model presents economic 
prosperity, environmental quality, and social equity as equally important (Elkington, 1997; 
Parliamentary Commissioner for the Environment, 2002). I therefore outline how my theorised 
categories vary. 
Purposeful Frugality managers understand sustainability as the long-term financial viability of the 
business by emphasising efficient use of resources to increase profit. Managers with the Ethical 
Provenance understand it as being ethical and responsible in managing required materials, suppliers 
and customers, especially in relation to the sourcing of material and disposal of waste. The 
Meaningful Relationships managers understand sustainability as building and maintaining their 
relationships with stakeholder groups. Bio-Physical Systems managers understand sustainability as 
balancing their responsibilities for the environment with their responsibility to people and 
economics.  Thus, they emphasise the value of human and non-human beings and inanimate 
objects. Finally, Leading Lights managers understand sustainability as supporting the long-term 
existence of the planet by advocating for personal and business change. 
Each of these five understandings impact upon the activities that managers decide to undertake in 
sustainably managing their business (see Section 6.2.3). 
6.2.2 Key Sets of Sustainability Activities 
The Practice Theoretical Account of Managers’ Practice of Sustainability, apart from identifying 
these five ways managers understand sustainability, also presents four key sets of activities 
associated with it.  I add that each of these sets contains sub-activities. Taken alone, they appear to 
be an eclectic array of actions not clearly aligned with the three dimensions of the triple bottom line 
model, as most sustainability research assumes. This non-alignment occurs because managers do 
not separate their actions into economic, environmental and social dimensions. Instead, 
sustainability activities were inconspicuous from other routine business activities. These activities 
thus tend to align with normal business functions of business and its management. To rationalise the 
seemingly ad hoc array of activities, I organised them into key sets of sustainability activities: 
Managing Business Affairs, Managing Materiality, Managing People and Managing Waste. 
Creating these key sets of activities became the means to group related and allied sub-activities 
together.  Accordingly, I integrated the understandings of sustainability with the activities 
associated with them to create a platform to present multiple ways of practising sustainability. 
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Managing Business Affairs are the group of sustainability activities associated with the business and 
financial management of the organisation including strategic direction, administrative functions, 
and the values of the business. Aspects associated with this key set of activities are in relation to the 
overall management of the business such as deciding the business model for the creation of value 
(Zott, Amit, & Massa, 2011), financial and cost management, capital purchasing, and the culture or 
values underpinning the business model. For example, managers with a Purposeful Frugality 
understanding, Managing Business Affairs use sub-activities to reduce costs, and evaluates capital 
expenditure based on return on investment. In many organisations, the daily monitoring of business 
outcomes in financial terms reflects the concern for economic return. In contrast, Leading Lights 
managers initiate alternative business models to facilitate other activities to enhance their 
sustainability principles. These models, then, allow for experimentation of possible new activities 
within a long-term global perspective. 
When comparing this set of key activities with the triple bottom line, many of the sub-activities for 
some of the understandings could align with the economic dimension.  For example, many of the 
practices of managers with the Purposeful Frugality understanding take the perspective that 
Managing Business Affairs activities should enhance the financial success of the organisation.  This 
perspective fits with the business case literature of increasing revenue or reducing costs (Ambec & 
Lanoie, 2008), improving profit ((Székely & Knirsch, 2005), and long-term viability (de Gues, 
1997: Springett, 3002) and with the concept of weak sustainability (Landrum, 2017; Roome, 2011).  
However, not all practices associated with Managing Business Affairs are for the organisation’s 
pecuniary advantage.  Within the other ways of understanding sustainability there is evidence of 
trade-offs (Hahn et al., 2010) where managers compromise on one aspect, say a higher price, for 
another, such as purchasing ethically sourced inputs.  Alternative sustainable business models are 
also evident with consideration of stakeholder justice and changes to the idea of value creation and 
destruction (Roome & Louche, 2016; Upward & Jones, 2016), and the circular economy 
(Ghisellini, Cialani, & Ulgiati, 2016; The Ellen MacArthur Foundation, 2018). 
It is difficult to compare Managing Business Affairs with the natural resource-based view of the 
firm (Hart, 1995; Hart & Dowell, 2011), as it does not align with its three components of pollution 
prevention, product stewardship and sustainable development.  However, the way organisations 
manage their business affairs should change to incorporate innovations to reduce pollution through 
cleaner technology, incorporating environmental impacts when making capital purchasing 
decisions, and stewardship of resources from supplier through to customer until the end of the 
product’s life. 
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Managing Materiality are the set of sustainability activities connected with the managing of non-
human inputs into the organisation such as material resources and utilities of energy and water. 
Associated sustainability activities are the researching, sourcing, purchasing, transporting, storing 
and use of all inputs to the organisation. Many of the activities appear similar such as local 
sourcing; however, each way of practising sustainability incorporates the activity for different 
reasons. For example, local sourcing allows for reducing costs if cheaper than non-local (Purposeful 
Frugality), easier validation of suppliers’ ethical claims (Ethical Provenance), and the enhancement 
of the local economy, the provision of fresher quality inputs, and saving on fossil fuels with fewer 
miles travelled (Bio-Physical Systems and Leading Lights). 
Aspects of Managing Materiality are comparable to the environmental dimension of the triple 
bottom line model with practices to reduce the impact of their operations on the environment.  
Traceability of inputs (Høgevold & Svensson, 2012; Stubbs & Cocklin, 2008), green procurement 
(Drumwright, 1994; Eweje, 2011), and water and energy management (Dyllick & Muff, 2015; 
Revell et al., 2010; Williams & Schaefer, 2013) were some of the environmental practices managers 
exhibited when managing materiality. 
The comparison with the natural resource-based view of the firm aligns well also with shortening 
supply chains to reduce polluting emissions from transporting inputs long distance through sourcing 
locally and seasonally (Klewitz & Hansen, 2014; Williams & Schaefer, 2013).  With the natural 
resource-based view of the firm, pollution reduction is the same for the environmental dimension of 
the triple bottom line model, with links to energy and water use, plus sourcing locally.  Hart (1995) 
tended to limit product stewardship, to focus on the internal manufacturing of a product and its life 
cycle once produced.  For many managers, the practice of managing materiality in this study 
extends backward up the supply chain with the requirement for inputs with low environmental 
impact and the ability to trace these inputs to source (Høgevold & Svensson, 2012; Stubbs & 
Cocklin, 2008). 
Managing People is the group of sustainability activities related to the managing of the various 
stakeholders connected with the enterprise. The traditional view of Managing People assumes the 
most important people are the owners or shareholders who seek to increase financial return 
(Friedman, 1970). This narrow shareholder focus may influence some of the ways of practising 
sustainability, for others the people aspect encompasses stakeholder groups of customers, 
employees, suppliers and wider society as being of equal importance. The managing people aspect 
also includes engaging with big social issues such as the alleviation of poverty, working conditions, 
and fair trade. Each way of practising sustainability extends their activities to increasing groups of 
stakeholders. The activities also change depending on the depth of the relationship managers want 
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to have with each stakeholder group. For example, the Purposeful Frugality perform activities to 
reduce cost (employees’ wages), improve income (customers), and secure the lowest cost-for-
quality supply contracts (suppliers). Activities associated with the wider community are to increase 
customer numbers through improved customer awareness. Compared to the Purposeful Frugality 
manager, those who practice the Leading Lights form of sustainability, include activities to enhance 
the lives of others and not necessarily for financial gain. Activities directed at managing employees 
are to improve working conditions and general well-being, similarly with suppliers where the 
activities are to improve long-term relationships with people from the local community. Beyond 
these normal groups of stakeholders, the Leading Lights people-related activities extend to 
advocating the adoption of sustainability activities. 
Of all four key sets of sustainability activities, Managing People has obvious similarities with the 
societal dimension of the triple bottom line.  However, managers with different understands have 
different perspectives of which stakeholders constitute the social.  Managers with a Purposeful 
Frugality understanding take a narrow view with only customers, employees and suppliers being of 
importance.  The practices associated with these relationships are transactional where customers are 
a source of income, employees are a cost, and suppliers are managed through contracts.  However, 
depending on the understanding, other managers take a broader perspective of who constitutes 
stakeholders by including people in the wider community, both nationally and internationally.  The 
building of relationships becomes important as managers view themselves as part of contributing to 
the good of society just as society contributes to the success of the business.  
The original natural resource-based view of the firm model, with its focus on mitigating 
environmental degradation, does not include a people component (Hart, 1995).  It could be argued 
that product stewardship should include producing safe products for customers but this was not 
evident in Hart’s model.  The revised version, though, extended the model to include a base of the 
pyramid concept where products are created to ‘meet the unmet needs of the poor’ (Hart & Dowell, 
2011: 1472) therefore including customers.  However, this limited view of people does not take a 
wider stakeholder perspective (Donaldson & Preston, 1995) therefore little is comparable. 
Managing Waste incorporates the sustainability activities associated with the creation and disposal 
of waste, including repurposing, and using waste as a material input to other organisations. It is a 
key set of activities common to all industries and is of increasing importance. Historically, 
legislation has forced changes in practice to improve water, land and air quality, and reduce 
pollution, deforestation, and soil loss. Most recently, reduce, reuse and recycle have become normal 
voluntary activities for most businesses. In addition, others are proactively extending these activities 
to become zero waste (Battisti & Perry, 2011; Moskwa, Higgins-Desbiolles, & Gifford, 2015). For 
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the Purposeful Frugality managers the activities associated with waste are to improve the efficient 
use of material inputs or reduce the amount of waste requiring disposal, as any waste is a cost to the 
business. At the higher levels of ways of practising sustainability, the activities go beyond these to 
include actively thinking through which types of waste are damaging to the environment and, 
therefore, are avoided, whether waste is usable as an input for another process or product, and the 
reduction of non-recyclable packaging, where possible. For the Bio-Physical Systems and Leading 
Lights, the associated reasons involve that waste is disrespectful to the producer, and harms the 
natural environment. 
When comparing Managing Waste against the triple bottom line model, there is a clear fit with the 
environmental dimension, with links between waste and a negative impact on the environment.  
However, as already discussed above, there is also an association between managing waste and the 
social dimension, where waste and degradation of the environment negatively links to the physical 
and psychological wellbeing of society (Benatar & Poland, 2015).  The ability to reduce waste and 
therefore the use of harmful waste disposal methods, has the potential to reduce the perceived trade-
offs (Angus-Leppan, Benn, & Young, 2010; Hahn et al., 2010) between the three dimensions by 
enhancing all of them.  Thus, costs of waste management are reduced while the environment and 
society are improved. 
Clear and obvious comparisons exist between Managing Waste and the pollution prevention 
capabilities of the natural resource-based view of the firm.  Hart (1995) largely viewed pollution as 
the inefficient use of resources and an opportunity to gain a cost advantage.  In contrast, while some 
managers understood the waste is a cost to remove and that reducing waste would provide a cost 
saving, others appreciated the significance of waste’s impact on the environment and society.  
While potentially for different reasons, all managers practised forms of pollution prevention largely 
associated with the reduce, reuse and recycle principles of waste management practices.  Some 
practices also included the return waste to source or refusal to take products with excessive 
associate waste such as excessive packaging. 
In summary, two aspects of the proposed key sets of sustainability activities are important to 
highlight. First, the sub-activities within each vary depending on the manager’s understanding of 
sustainability, thus accounting for the wide range of activities viewed as ‘being sustainable’. 
Second, even though many sub-activities appear similar across different ways of practising 
sustainability, they are performed for different reasons consistent with each understanding of 
sustainability. Overall, the Practice Theoretical Account of Managers’ Practice of Sustainability that 
I propose (as mentioned earlier) indicates the diverse, often contradictory, activities that managers 
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include in practising sustainability, and provides a rationale for why such a variety of activities are 
performed. 
6.2.3 How Understandings Organise the Activities into Five Ways of Practising 
Sustainability 
Describing the five understandings of sustainability and the four key sets of sustainability activities 
as separate entities does not provide a complete picture of the practice of sustainability. According 
to Schatzki’s practice approach (2001, 2002), it is through the understanding of sustainability the 
selection and performance of activities are organised into specific ways of practising sustainability. 
To reiterate, understandings influence which activities are performed, the ordering of those 
activities, and which, if any, key set or sets of sustainability activities dominate. When brought 
together each manager’s understanding of the practice of sustainability organises the activities and 
enacts them differently. This section will consider how understandings organise sustainability 
activities into the five ways of practising sustainability. 
Each key set of sustainability activities, performed through diverse and distinct activities, relates to 
the manager’s understanding of sustainability. Thus, for example, the activities associated with 
Managing Business Affairs differ between Purposeful Frugality and Leading Lights. The Purposeful 
Frugality associate Managing Business Affairs with cost reduction, financial management, 
innovating for efficiency gains while for the Leading Lights the activities encompass more than the 
financial considerations of the business to include those outside the boundaries of the organisation. 
Thus, the Leading Lights activities incorporate consideration for others’ financial viability, 
innovation for social and environmental change, and developing alternative sustainable business 
models. 
The Practice Theoretical Account of Managers’ Practice of Sustainability proposes that managers 
practise sustainability in five distinct ways based on the entwining of understandings and associated 
activities.  Each way of practising sustainability has its own specific mix of activities and 
understanding creating a distinctive way of practice.   Moving from the Purposeful Frugality way of 
practice to the more complex Leading Lights, each will be explained in terms of the activities, 
understandings and key sets of sustainability activities, focusing on the characteristics that make 
each distinct. 
Purposeful Frugality managers practice sustainability as the means to achieve or improve the long-
term financial viability of the business. Associated activities emphasise practices which enhance the 
efficient use of resources, both material and human, to achieve financial success.  The managing of 
costs is an important feature of the activities with this way of practising sustainability. Selecting the 
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lowest cost option for the quality required becomes the basis of decision-making. Thus, a manager 
will purchase locally only if it is cheaper than a non-local product. Other key sets of sustainability 
activities reflect this efficiency mind-set, such as minimising waste due to the high cost of disposal. 
Any changes in activities will only occur if there is a positive financial benefit to the organisation. 
This way of practising adheres to the traditional business economic paradigm where financial 
viability is paramount. In reference to the triple bottom line framework, the emphasis is on 
economic prosperity, therefore disregarding the other two aspects of the triple bottom line 
framework unless environmental or social activities provide an economic advantage. Financial 
advantage, cost reduction and waste minimisation are key terms associated with the Purposeful 
Frugality way of practising sustainability. 
Ethical Provenance managers practice sustainability through ethically managing materials, 
suppliers and customers. The emphasis is on ethical activities especially related to the sourcing of 
material inputs and the disposal of waste. Verification of any ethical claims from suppliers occurs 
including, if possible, visits to the supply site. Associated with the verification is the building of 
long-term relationships with suppliers with a willingness to pay more for ethically produced inputs. 
For longer supply chains, there needs to be line of traceability back to the original source. The use 
of scarce resources is thoroughly considered and, if used, there is a careful evaluation of the 
quantities used. Others with this way of practising sustainability will replace scarce resources with 
similar non-scarce options or not used at all. Waste disposal aligns with the mantra of modern waste 
management methods of reduce, reuse, and recycle. Ethical Provenance superficially acknowledges 
the triple bottom line framework in relation to activities associated with managing scarce resources 
and the ethical production of inputs (environmental) and developing enduring relationships with 
suppliers (social). Traceability, transparency, ethical behaviour, local availability and supplier 
integrity are key terms indicative of the Ethical Provenance way of practising sustainability. 
Meaningful Relationships managers practice sustainability through the building and maintaining of 
stakeholder relationships. The distinguishing activities are associated with the nurturing of 
relationships with customers, suppliers, employees and the wider society. This community aspect 
also includes philanthropic activities through providing financial support and volunteering to 
charitable community events and organisations. The philanthropic activities extend both 
domestically and internationally, to include the consideration of international labour conditions in 
the production of material inputs. The Meaningful Relationships way of practice relates 
significantly to the social dimension of the triple bottom line, with both emphasising the importance 
of considering wider stakeholder groups. Key terms associated with the Meaningful Relationships 
way of practising sustainability are stakeholder, relationships, community, and philanthropy. 
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Bio-Physical Systems manager’s practice of sustainability are conscious of the interconnectivity 
between human life, other living beings and the physical environment. The associated activities 
reflect comprehensive understanding of sustainability, as many of the activities are distinctly 
different across all four key sets of sustainability activities. Those with this way of practising 
sustainability carefully consider the impact changes in one activity will have on other activities. 
These interconnections between different activities are difficult to articulate simplistically yet the 
following example, from the restaurant industry, will attempt to show this level of intricacy. The 
Bio-Physical Systems manager is willing to pay more to a small, local, family-owned farm as 
means to create a viable, local economy, providing the farmer with an income and the stability to 
invest in their farm, support family and be part of a community.  The farmer may reciprocate by 
producing material inputs using seeds from a heritage seed bank, thus providing the chef with fruit 
and vegetables unavailable from the general markets creating a different food experience for guests. 
The farmer also husbands the land as a precious resource. Thus, there is a short-term reciprocal 
economic exchange for both restaurant and supplier, but there is also a long-term view of 
preservation of heritage seeds for future generations through the supporting of a seed bank’s 
mission and purpose. Bio-Physical Systems managers adopt new activities by following the 
Leading Lights example. In relation to the triple bottom line, the Bio-Physical Systems way of 
practice incorporates all three dimensions; however, due to the interconnections between human 
and non-human living beings, and non-living entities it is difficult to classify the activities into any 
one of the three dimensions. Bio-Physical Systems key terms are biodiversity, interconnectivity, 
respect, interdependency and ecosystems thinking. 
Finally, the Leading Light managers’ way of practising sustainability incorporates similar activities 
to those of the Bio-Physical Systems with their long-term existence of the planet focus. However, 
the Leading Lights have distinctive activities distinguished them from the Bio-Physical Systems by 
including activities of innovation and advocacy. Leading Lights’ challenge established activities, 
experiment with new ones, adopting those that advance sustainability outcomes. Additionally, there 
is a willingness to share these new sustainability-related ideas and activities with others in the 
industry. Those with this way of practising sustainability advocate for changes to personal and 
business practices. The advocacy is through promoting pro-sustainable activities especially in the 
areas of alternative business models, materials sourcing and use, stakeholder relations and waste 
management. There can also be a public education component to this advocacy role through various 
media opportunities. Similar to the Bio-Physical Systems, when comparing the triple bottom line 
framework with the Leading Lights practice of sustainability, it is difficult to allocate each activity 
to only one of the three dimensions, as many entail complex relationships. Associated key terms are 
experimentation, advocacy, innovation, learning and global ecosystem. 
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Across the five ways of practising sustainability, one or more set(s) of activities are dominant 
depending on the specific understanding and way of practising sustainability. As the ways of 
practising sustainability increase in complexity in understanding and practise, more than one key set 
of sustainability activities can be prominent, that is, the higher hierarchically ordered ways of 
practising sustainability integrate two, three or all four sets of sustainability activities with equal 
emphasis. Thus, managers combine these key sets of activities in different ways based on their 
understanding of sustainability. To illustrate, for the Purposeful Frugality, Ethical Provenance and 
Meaningful Relationships, the way of practising and understanding sustainability is dominated by a 
key set of sustainability activities of Managing Business Affairs, Managing Materiality and 
Managing People respectively. For the remaining two ways of practising sustainability, Bio-
Physical Systems and Leading Lights, the activities show a complex understanding of sustainability 
with all sets of sustainability activities being of equal prominence. The dominant set of activities 
then influences the kind of activities included in the others. For example, the Purposeful Frugality 
understanding emphasises the financial viability of the business with the related dominance of 
Managing Business Affairs, and thus how materiality, people and waste are managed is through the 
need to reduce cost, improve efficiency and enhance profitability.  
In many of the ways of practising sustainability, the same activities can occur yet the intent and 
reason for their inclusion can differ. For example, minimising waste is a common to all 
understandings. However, for the Purposeful Frugality, minimising waste is a means of reducing 
waste-removal costs, while the Leading Lights view minimising waste as a way of reducing its 
harmful effects on the environment. Minimising waste, therefore, can involve many sub-activities. 
For example for the Purposeful Frugal, waste minimisation may involve taking organic scraps to the 
local community garden for composting and reducing the cost of disposal. While for the Leading 
Lights, minimising waste may involve turning usable organic scraps into soup for a community 
foodbank, and the non-reusable organic waste may be composted for reuse on the kitchen garden. 
Thus, the manager’s understanding of the practice of sustainability informs the inclusion (and 
exclusion) of specific activities, and the reason for that inclusion. 
Each way of practising sustainability manages their business affairs differently yet still with the 
overall goal of long-term viability. Although, depending on which understanding a manager has, the 
meaning behind long-term, and the path to that goal, differ. Financial viability (Purposeful 
Frugality), stakeholder relationships (Meaningful Relationships), and the future of the planet and its 
bio-diversity (Ethical Provenance, Bio-Physical Systems and Leading Lights) are all ways in which 
managers understand long-term viability. Thus, there is a diversity of business managing activities 
ordered by these different understandings. Additionally, with managing business affairs, one 
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understanding may take an economic view, with every aspect of the business considered in financial 
outcomes (Purposeful Frugality), while other understandings makes business decisions based on the 
impact they have on other stakeholders including the environment. The development of alternative 
business models and values to accommodate a particular way of practising sustainability becomes 
the foundation of each understanding.  
Organisations all source material inputs which need to be managed prior to and after being received. 
For some managers, practising managing materiality involves selecting suppliers based on the 
cheapest available for the quality required (Purposeful Frugality).  Once received, the goods are 
closely monitored to ensure their efficient use. For another way of practising, managers select 
suppliers and materials based on ethical principles (Ethical Provenance, Bio-Physical Systems and 
Leading Lights). Thus, equal or more value is placed on the ethical production of the goods than on 
cost. Similarly, purchasing locally for multiple reasons, for example, supporting the local economy, 
reducing transport costs, and providing work for local populations, can supersede cost. Managing 
materiality is the most important set of sustainability activities for those with the Ethical 
Provenance understanding. 
Within the Practice Theoretical Account of Managers’ Practice of Sustainability, activities 
associated with managing people differ widely between each understanding. One way of practising 
sustainability sees employees as the means to manage the wage costs (Purposeful Frugality), while 
others sees the need to provide secure employment (Meaningful Relationships), or the opportunity 
to educate and mobilise employees in sustainability principles (Leading Lights). Activities go 
beyond immediate stakeholders: owners, customers and employees, intentionally and positively 
improving social and environmental outcomes. Activities such as volunteering in social and 
environmental not-for-profit organisations or supporting charities and community events is evident 
at varying levels. For example, supplier relationships are mainly significant for the Purposeful 
Frugality and Ethical Provenance managers (for different reasons), while the Meaningful 
Relationships, Bio-Physical Systems, and Leading Lights takes a wider view of managing people to 
encompass all of society. Managing People is the most important set of sustainability activities for 
the Meaningful Relationships understanding. 
Managing waste is prominent in all ways of practising sustainability.  The activity of recycling is 
common to all, and would now be considered standard practice in most industries.  Other ways of 
managing waste go beyond recycling to include reducing and reusing activities.  Many instigate 
alternative ways to reducing waste by returning or refusing excess packaging, incorporating waste 
into other products, or sending it to other organisations as a resource.  For most, the intention is to 
reduce the amount of waste sent to landfill, because either it costs (Purposeful Frugality) or it is 
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harmful to the environment (Bio-Physical Systems and Leading Lights).  The reasons provided for 
why managing waste is important are: it is unethical or disrespectful to suppliers who have 
produced the original product, and it is good to steward resources.  
When comparing the Practice Theoretical Account of Managers’ Practice of Sustainability with the 
weak or strong aspects of sustainability, there are some similarities.  With weak sustainability 
reflecting the importance of long-term business viability and an emphasis on continual growth 
(Dyllick & Muff, 2015; Landrum, 2017; Turner, 1993), there are parallels with those managers who 
have a Purposeful Frugality understanding of sustainability.  For these managers the economic 
dimension takes priority with its focus on long-term financial durability.  Further, if very weak and 
very strong sustainability are at each end of a continuum (Turner, 1993; Upward & Jones, 2016), 
managers with either the Ethical Provenance or Meaningful Relationships understanding of 
sustainability could be positioned between the two extremes, as there is some balancing between 
parts of the economy, society and the environment.  The Ethical Provenance managers’ concern for 
where materials are sourced combine have an increased inclusion of both the environmental (how 
and where materials are sourced to preserve resources) plus a social aspect of the treatment of 
employees.  Those managers with the Meaningful Relationships place priority on their engagement 
with stakeholders and less so on environmental concerns.  Managers with the Bio-Physical Systems 
and Leading Lights understanding of sustainability, and their complex perception of the 
interconnectivity between the three triple bottom line dimensions, moves towards the strong 
sustainability end of the spectrum attempting to balance environmental, social and economic 
dimensions without trade-offs, plus the consideration of intergenerational equity (Landrum, 2017; 
Starik & Kanashiro, 2013; Turner, 1993). 
6.2.4 Hierarchical Ordering of the Ways of Practising Sustainability 
My Practice Theoretical Account of Managers’ Practice of Sustainability exhibits a progression of 
ordering through a hierarchy of understandings and practice from Purposeful Frugality through to 
Leading Lights. Thus, there is increasing complexity in the understanding of sustainability through 
the intersection of different key sets of sustainability activities.  Higher-level understandings are 
aware of the affect a change in one sub-activity will have on other sub-activities across the key sets 
of sustainability activities. 
Although presented as a linear hierarchy of practising sustainability that increases in complexity of 
understanding and practice, the Practice Theoretical Account of Managers’ Practice of 
Sustainability appears to diverge with two ways of practising sustainability exhibiting similar levels 
of complexity yet with a different dominant key set of sustainability activities. The Ethical 
 147 
Provenance managers predominantly practise and understand sustainability as Managing 
Materiality with information on the ethical production and traceability of materials being paramount 
(Høgevold & Svensson, 2012; Solér et al., 2010). However, the Meaningful Relationships managers 
practice and understand sustainability by emphasising Managing People to involve a view of 
stakeholders of beyond the boundaries of the organisation (Freeman et al., 2010). These two 
different ways of practising sustainability then converge with to the Bio-Physical Systems with its 
network of relationships between the sets of sustainability activities. 
Overall, as the different ways of practising and understanding are hierarchically ordered through 
being progressively more complex, the limitations of the triple bottom line model become evident. 
As the ways of practising sustainability become increasingly complex, the ability to assign each 
activity to only one key set of sustainability activities is not achievable.  This is in contrast with the 
triple bottom line model, which assumes that one activity can only be allocated to one dimension. 
What occurs is at the high-level ways of practising sustainability, each activity assumes multiple 
and interrelated meanings.  For example, respecting food (managing materiality) also relates 
developing supplier relationships (managing people) and not throwing it out (managing waste). 
6.3 Theoretical Contributions and Implications 
It may be controversial to say that the current theories of sustainability obscure important aspects of 
sustainability. However, the literature says that the activities of managers practising sustainability 
are often overlooked or aggregated into themes. Through taking a practice theory approach, my 
proposed Practice Theoretical Account of Managers’ Practice of Sustainability uncovers managers’ 
understandings, activities and ways of practising sustainability thus contributing to the organisation 
and the natural environment literature. Four theoretical contributions resulting from this study are to 
offer: 1) that the nature of the practice of sustainability is dynamic, 2) that business-driven 
sustainability shifts to manager-driven sustainability, 3) that managers’ practise sustainability in 
five distinct ways, and 4) practice theory combined with phenomenography provides a unique 
perspective of how managers practise and understand sustainability. 
6.3.1 The Dynamic Nature of the Practice of Sustainability 
My proposed theoretical approach contrasts markedly with earlier conceptions of sustainability, 
where it is represented in an idealised form.  These organisations were either described in their end-
state form with no description of how to achieve this state (Gladwin et al., 1995a; Shrivastava, 
1995a), or as a progression of stages to reach a pre-determined ideal (Dunphy et al., 2003; Dunphy 
et al., 2014; Dunphy et al., 2007; Dyllick & Muff, 2015; Landrum, 2017; Roome, 1992; van 
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Marrewijk & Werre, 2003). The Practice Theoretical Account of Managers’ Practice of 
Sustainability differs from these views of the practice of sustainability in four different ways. 
First, the practice of sustainability is dynamic as compared to the view that sustainability is a 
practice with static activities. After considering the dynamic nature of activities, understandings and 
practices (Feldman & Orlikowski, 2011), my practice theoretical framework allows activities to 
change in response to new social and environmental concerns. As managers practise sustainability, 
they reflect on current activities from their particular understanding of sustainability and their 
intention continually to improve on its practice. Thus, research does not support the literature that 
proposed organisations should or do reach a static ideal. 
Second, while supporting the idea that practising sustainability involves moving through stages to 
an ideal end (Dunphy et al., 2003; Dunphy et al., 2014; Dunphy et al., 2007; Dyllick & Muff, 2015; 
Landrum, 2017; Roome, 1992; van Marrewijk & Werre, 2003), my proposed theory shows that 
more than one way for managers to practice sustainability is possible. As identified in the literature, 
stage models assume managers intend to progress through all stages to reach the pinnacle of 
sustainability at the final stage. This assumption may falsely represent how they practise 
sustainability. Managers, may rather remain committed to practising sustainability as they currently 
understand it, that is, shifting to higher level of the hierarchy may not occur naturally nor is 
desirable by all managers. 
Third, whether managers continue with their current understanding of sustainability or progress 
through the hierarchy, their practice of sustainability does change. Such pathways can form in two 
directions. One direction is to move within each understanding where activities shift to support that 
understanding of sustainability. For example, the Meaningful Relationships managers can improve 
on current, or include additional, activities focused on enhancing relationships with existing 
stakeholders or engaging new ones. Thus, managers can accommodate and respond to new 
sustainability-related concerns as they emerge, while remaining true to a specific understanding of 
it. 
The second type of movement is transition from one understanding and way of practising 
sustainability to another. Managers can thus alter how they practise sustainability in response to a 
change in their understanding. Within practice theory, activities and understandings change when 
people interact with others (Berger & Luckman, 1967). Exposure to new ideas, knowledge and 
activities allows new activities to transfer to others within the same social grouping (Berger & 
Luckman, 1967). Transferring knowledge of the practice of sustainability potentially occurs 
varyingly, including working at different organisations in the same industry, institutional and on-
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the-job training, social media, and industry information (Sandberg & Tsoukas, 2016). The natural 
assumption that managers progress to higher levels of understanding and ways of practice. 
However, evidence suggests that managers may move to lower-levels of understanding in response 
to shifting situations, such as an economic crisis. For example, if the economy changes and 
organisational survival is important, managers potentially move from a higher level of 
understanding to Purposeful Frugality. 
Therefore, it can no longer be assumed that 1) manager’s practice of sustainability reaches an ideal 
static state, 2) managers move through distinct identifiable stages to reach some pre-determined 
ideal sustainable organisation, and 3) there is only one way to conceptualise the practice and 
understanding sustainability. 
6.3.2 Manager Driven Sustainability 
The Practice Theoretical Account of Managers’ Practice of Sustainability provides a foundation for 
a broader range of sustainability standards by including more activities than those previously 
recognised and measured by business. The business sustainability literature tends to focus on 
financial reductionism that expects all sustainability activities to benefit the organisation. This 
literature highlights the need to rationalise sustainability activities by improving profitability 
(Székely & Knirsch, 2005), increasing revenue, or reducing costs (Ambec & Lanoie, 2008). Further 
business justifications supporting the inclusion of sustainability activities include managing risk 
(Shrivastava, 1995a), improving reputation (Dimitrov & Davey, 2011), providing legitimacy 
(Bansal & Roth, 2000), and enhancing competitive advantage (Dechant & Altman, 1994; Porter & 
Kramer, 2006). Attempting to link sustainability activities to financial results has caused the 
development of restrictive accounting measures like the Global Reporting Initiative (2015). 
Sustainability, therefore, is reported using a limited range of predetermined economic, 
environmental and social indicators. In contrast, the proposed Practice Theoretical Account of 
Managers’ Practice of Sustainability provides four alternatives to how manager-driven 
sustainability could be reported. 
First, with five distinct ways managers practise sustainability, five different measurement systems 
should be developed to create more precise sustainability criteria that caters for each specific way of 
practising sustainability. For current generic sustainability reporting initiative, like the Global 
Reporting Initiative, to remain relative they would have to adapt to accounting for the multiple ways 
sustainability is practised.  In addition, with each industry potentially incorporating differing 
sustainability activities, any sustainability accounting tool based on my proposed theoretical 
account has to accommodate industry-specific activities and measures. 
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Second, this study has exposed a wider range of sustainability activities than those anticipated by 
the business sustainability literature. Many of the sustainability-related sub-activities in this study 
would not fit into the traditional triple bottom line model of economic, environmental and social 
dimensions, nor does this model show the intricate relationships between the sub-activities. This 
study has identified that the specific sets of sustainability activities of managing business affairs, 
materiality, people and waste align with the managerial functions of a business. By using my 
theory, managers can review their current sustainability practices and identify activities for 
inclusion in the future if they desire to move to higher levels of practising sustainability. 
Third, my proposed Practice Theoretical Account of Managers’ Practice of Sustainability shows 
that not all managers expect only to increase profits. Some of the five ways of practising 
sustainability indicate that managers do not make decisions based solely on financial benefit, which 
contradicts most of the business sustainability literature. My proposed theoretical account allows for 
alternatives whereby some managers evaluate the impact of their activities on all living and non-
living things with its species diversity, diminishing resources, landscapes, and quality of human life. 
Using such an approach, managers can reject any activity if evaluated as harmful, even if it may 
lead to positive business outcomes. Measurements, therefore, are needed to evaluate the impact that 
all activities have on natural resources, wider stakeholder groups, and waste, and not those solely 
used to assess financial benefit. 
Fourth, managers perceive the relationship between sustainability and profitability differently. 
Some take the traditional business perspective, linking sustainability with improving profit 
(Margolis & Walsh, 2003).  Alternatively, some surprisingly use their financial success to 
experiment and innovate for more sustainable activities. For example, this approach can lead to 
investing in community education, supporting of charities, reducing or conserving water and 
energy, or improving poor working conditions. Financial success therefore enables managers to 
tackle big social and environmental problems. 
6.3.3 Managers’ Practice of Sustainability 
The current sustainability literature tends to use one of two models, either the triple bottom line 
(Eweje, 2011; Jenkins, 2006; Revell et al., 2010; Schreck, 2011) or the natural resource-based view 
of the firm (Aragón-Correa et al., 2008; Cassells & Lewis, 2011; Sharma & Henriques, 2005) to 
examine the practice of sustainability. While, others explore the practices associated with greening 
process (Bansal, 2003; Dechant & Altman, 1994; Haugh & Talwar, 2010; Parry, 2012). While these 
different literature perspectives intend to examine the activities associated with sustainability, often 
the everyday activities reported are limited or overlooked, as a result of either aggregating them into 
 151 
broader themes, or from the constraints of research methods used. The Practice Theoretical Account 
of Managers’ Practice of Sustainability highlights the understandings, activities and ways of 
practice to provide four contributions related to managers’ practice of sustainability. 
First, the triple bottom line (Elkington, 1997) and the natural resource-based view of the firm (Hart, 
1995; Hart & Dowell, 2011) models were created to inform the practice of sustainability by 
operationalising the Brundtland Commission’s definition of sustainability development. The 
acceptance of these models, especially the use of the more generalised triple bottom line dimensions 
of economic prosperity, environmental quality and social equity, continue to guide managers in 
developing and implementing sustainability strategies and activities. However, not all managers 
necessarily practise sustainability accordingly. My proposed theoretical account reflects how 
managers understand sustainability and recognises the intricate relationships between the various 
activities to create the practice of sustainability. By presenting ideas for future activities and 
different ways of practising sustainability, my approach can motivate managers to transition to more 
complex understandings and change their practices accordingly. Managers can practice 
sustainability informed by array of activities emanating from the data collection and analysis.  
Second, the Practice Theoretical Account of Managers’ Practice of Sustainability removes the 
strictures that characterise the triple bottom line (Elkington, 1997) and the natural resource-based 
view of the firm (Hart, 1995; Hart & Dowell, 2011) models by allowing for a completely new field 
of research influenced by the diverse practice of sustainability. This approach provides a new model 
that accommodates a diversity of understandings and ways of practice suitable for researching 
sustainability in both different industries and countries. While sub-activities unique to different 
industries may occur, this theoretical approach can include these activities. 
Third, this practice approach holds that sustainability activities are not separate from the everyday 
management of an organisation as the triple bottom line and natural resource-based views contend. 
Instead, this practice approach infuses the practice of sustainability into the key sets of 
sustainability activities of managing business affairs, materiality, people and waste.  
Fourth, aspects of the Practice Theoretical Account of Managers’ Practice of Sustainability supports 
it being central to organisations. The literature presents the greening process as either focused on 
institutionalising sustainability into everyday business practice (Castka et al., 2004; Dechant & 
Altman, 1994; Haugh & Talwar, 2010; Ramus, 2002), or designing processes to respond to salient 
sustainability matters as they arise (Bansal, 2005; Roome & Louche, 2016). My proposed 
theoretical account intuitively confirms both forms of greening. By viewing sustainability to be 
central to all business practices, activities naturally occur as managers reflect on them and change 
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any that are not conducive with their understanding of sustainability. With this approach, managers 
can also respond to new sustainability concerns and thus align them with how they understand it. 
For example, those with a Meaningful Relationships understanding are more likely to respond to 
people-related matters as they fit with that particular way of practising sustainability. 
6.3.4 Practice Theory Combined with Phenomenography 
This study merged Schatzki’s practice approach with phenomenography to examine managers’ 
practice of sustainability. This fusion thus involved using a qualitative research method rarely used 
in business research and the unique perspective it provided. I deliberately did this to deviate from 
the triple bottom line (Elkington, 1997) or natural resource-based view of the firm (Hart, 1995; Hart 
& Dowell, 2011) models favoured in the organisation and natural environment literature.  Using this 
combination provided the opportunity to create a theoretical perspective not informed by any 
predetermined models.  Managers, thus, were allowed to voice their own understanding of 
sustainability as expressed by their sustainability activities.  Phenomenography was valuable to use 
because it identifies and describes the multiple ways people experience and understand the world 
(Marton, 1981), in this case, of understanding the practice of sustainability.  Continuing to use a 
practice-theory approach to sustainability research will advance the literature on sustainability 
without being constrained by predetermined models as it investigates the daily routines of 
practicing sustainability in organisations, rather than assuming these activities will be captured by 
measuring sustainability through using guidelines such as the Global Reporting Initiative or in 
annual and sustainability reports. 
While this research combined Schatzki’s practice theory approach with phenomenography, it is 
worth considering the contribution of phenomenography as a research method to this study and to 
sustainability research more generally.  As stated  in Section 4.2.1 phenomenography is not a 
common research method in sustainability research, largely confined to studies of sustainability 
education and learning (Kilinc & Aydin, 2013; Reid & Petocz, 2006; Reid, Petocz, & Taylor, 2009; 
Schroer, Lowman, & Just, 2015) with a notable exception of Teeter and Sandberg (2016) who 
examined how organisations respond to flexible environmental regulations.  Phenomenography, in 
general, captures the variety of ways people understand or experience a specific reality (Lamb, 
Sandberg, & Liesch, 2011), recognising difference occur between people even while experiencing 
the same aspect of reality.  When specifically applied to sustainability it provides a method to 
investigate the different ways managers understand sustainability as they go about their everyday 
work.  As already compared in Section 6.2.2 some of these experiences aligned with the triple 
bottom line and natural resource-based view of the firm models (Elkington, 1997; Hart, 1995), 
while others do not.  However, there are distinct differences in how sustainability and sustainable 
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development are understood resulting from previous research (Byrch, Kearins, Milne, & Morgan, 
2007; Byrch, Milne, Morgan, & Kearins, 2015; Haywood, Trotter, Faccer, & Brent, 2013; 
Linnenluecke, Russell, & Griffiths, 2009) compared to the findings of this study.  When taken as a 
whole, these studies possibly are a reflection of sustainability and sustainable development 
remaining complex, multifaceted and ill-defined concepts (Robinson, 2004; Starik & Rands, 1995), 
understood in multiple ways.  Other sustainability areas phenomenography could be useful for is 
unpacking people’s understanding of the principles underpinning the seventeen goals from the 
United Nations 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development such climate change, clean energy, 
gender equity, quality education, decent work, and sustainable cities and communities (General 
Assembly of the United Nations, 2015). 
6.4 Practical Implications 
6.4.1 Implications for Industry  
The Practice Theoretical Account of Managers’ Practice of Sustainability contributes in three 
practical ways. First, it is suitable as a diagnostic tool for managers; second, it suggests specific 
skills training and professional development requirements relevant to each way of practising; and 
third, it targets organisational policies underlying each way of practising sustainability and creates 
relevant reward incentives for each.  
The Practice Theoretical Account of Managers’ Practice of Sustainability provides a self-audit 
diagnostic tool that managers can use to determine how they understand and practice sustainability 
based on the activities they currently use and which they do not. Managers can also distinguish 
future activities to adopt, adapt, or develop while supporting and reinforcing current activities that 
work (Feldman & Orlikowski, 2011). Referring back to the sustainability-as-a-journey metaphor 
(see Section 2.2), my theoretical account can guide a manager to new activities that others already 
perform within a particular understanding of sustainability. Alternatively, if managers understand 
sustainability differently, they can identify what activities within each key set of sustainability 
activities they need to include to transition from one way of practising sustainability to another. 
As an extension to using my proposed theoretical account to assess their practice of sustainability, it 
can provide a platform for creating employee professional training and development programmes 
whether it be formally or on-the-job.  It also provides also provides a means of inducting new 
employees into a specific sustainability culture wherein they understanding it and its relevant 
activities and are thus reassured of what is acceptable practice or not. 
Finally, the proposed Practice Theoretical Account of Managers’ Practice of Sustainability provides 
a platform to develop suitable organisational policies and incentives that support how managers 
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understand and practise sustainability and to reward employees who follow the policies.  Being able 
to target policies and reward incentives to a specific way of practising sustainability enhances the 
possibility of it becoming standard practice.  Changing organisational policies and incentives can be 
used to support managers when moving from one way of understanding and practising 
sustainability to another.  
6.5 Limitations and Future Research 
6.5.1 Limitations  
Because of certain boundaries to the research of this thesis, three limitations are evident. First, the 
participants were managers from only one industry potentially limiting the range of sub-activities to 
those pertinent just to that industry. Sub-activities within the Practice Theoretical Account of 
Managers’ Practice of Sustainability could potentially vary among different industries (for example, 
in a restaurant rather than a bank). Even though the sub-activities may differ, I expect that the five 
distinct ways of practising sustainability will remain, as will the key sets of sustainability activities. 
Second, because the number of managers participating in the research was limited, findings based 
on their data may not be exhaustive. Extending the research to include more managers may reveal 
more ways of practising sustainability. 
With the majority of managers interviewed being from small to medium-sized businesses, my 
proposed theoretical account may not be generalisable to larger organisations. Although, as I show 
in Sub-Section 5.4.2, there is limited evidence that managers of large organisations understand and 
practise sustainability in the same five distinct ways. This would need to be confirmed by 
interviewing more such managers. 
6.5.2 Opportunities for Future Research 
Future research would need to be conducted to build a more robust generalised Practice Theoretical 
Account of Managers’ Practice of Sustainability. To refine my proposed framework, further studies 
should be conducted into other countries or industries. Other research methods could also improve 
the accuracy of my account of the practice of sustainability.  For example, a more comprehensive 
survey could be developed to assess the different understandings.  
In this study, the majority of participants came from small to medium-sized enterprises, raising the 
potential for bias in the results. These managers, while often restricted both financially and 
temporally, often have the capacity and freedom to innovate. On the other hand, while managers of 
large organisations can access greater resources, the capacity to change sustainability practices may 
be restricted by organisational policy and shareholder expectations. There is limited evidence from 
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this study (Section 5.4.2), based on a sample of eight, that managers from large organisations 
practise sustainability similarly. Future research could confirm whether managers from large 
organisations have similar understandings and ways of practising sustainability than those from 
small-to-medium-sized organisations. 
Further research could investigate whether managers change their activities either to improve their 
practice of one understanding or to transition between understandings. Observing the change of 
practices would confirm the dynamic nature of sustainability. Research could also investigate what 
triggers managers to reflect constantly on current practices, experiment with new activities, and 
adopt those that are successful. 
A constant and common accusation against many organisations with a sustainability strategy is that 
it is an exercise in greenwashing29.  That is, managers mislead customers and other stakeholders by 
promoting and marketing their business using false sustainability credentials. Identified in this study 
is the potential to examine claims of greenwashing more closely. A number of managers 
interviewed stated they do not tell their customers or the public directly of their focus on 
sustainability activities. Instead, they appear to take a pragmatic approach (Parry, 2012) to 
sustainability by referring to their activities as “just getting on with it”. In many cases, either the 
word sustainability does not appear on any material such as websites or menus, or their 
sustainability focus is subtly inserted into product descriptions, for example ‘line-caught fish’, or 
‘heirloom vegetables’. Greenwashing research has gained some traction in the marketing literature. 
Sustainability is seen, by some, as a construct of marketing with accusations of greenwashing being 
viewed as a failure of marketing (Seele & Gatti, 2015). In this study, a number of managers were 
aware of the possibilities of greenwashing accusations from customers criticising certain activities 
within the restaurant without knowing the context. For example, deciding whether to use cloth or 
paper napkins has sustainability implications. One restaurant decided to use paper napkins because 
the local town’s water supply was low and washing cloth napkins would waste it. Thus, instead of 
risking their reputation, the managers instead chose not to present their sustainability commitment 
to the public. The reality of whether managers deliberately present misleading environmental or 
social messages is worth investigating, as is, how managers respond to accusations of 
greenwashing. 
                                                 
29 “Greenwashing is a co-creation of an external accusation toward an organization with regard to presenting a 
misleading green message” Seele, P., & Gatti, L. 2015. Greenwashing revisited: In search of a typology and accusation-
based definition incorporating legitimacy strategies. Business Strategy and the Environment, 26(2): 239-252. 
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6.6 Concluding Comments 
For the past 25 years, managers have been attempting to put sustainability into practice despite it 
being complex, multi-faceted and ill-defined. With its lack of conceptual clarity, apart from 
reducing sustainability to three dimensions of economic prosperity, environmental quality and 
social equity, an array of diverse seemingly unrelated activities and practices have developed all 
labelled as being sustainable. Thus, there appears to be differing perspectives about how managers 
understand and practise sustainability. 
With the focus being on managers’ practice of sustainability, using a practice theory approach was 
seen as the best interpretive lens to explore the research question.  I combined elements of 
Schatzki’s practice approach with phenomenography creating a unique perspective of the practice 
of sustainability.  This combination allowed me to propose a Practice Theoretical Account of 
Managers’ Practice of Sustainability resulted from the research of this thesis and thus demonstrated 
that there is more than one best way to understand and practice sustainability.   
This proposed Practice Theoretical Account of Managers’ Practice of Sustainability that I derived 
challenges the existing triple bottom line and the natural resource-based view of the firm models by 
outlining five hierarchically related, empirically distinct ways of practising and understanding 
sustainability: Purposefully Frugality, Ethical Provenance, Meaningful Relationships, Bio-Physical 
Systems, and Leading Lights. It explains why managers seemingly incorporate contradictory 
activities into the practice of sustainability. In comparing these five understandings with previous 
research, what is evident is that the framing and practice of sustainability occurs through the 
individual manager’s understanding of sustainability. In addition, this research revealed that 
managers do not understand the practice of sustainability according to the triple bottom line 
dimensions of economy, environment or society. Instead, managers integrate sustainability 
activities into the normal management functions of managing business affairs, material inputs, 
people, and waste. 
The findings extend the organisation and the natural environment research field by describing and 
explaining the actual practice of sustainability by managers, rather than ideals of practice or being 
forced into predetermined reductionist dimensions of conceptualised models. The findings also 
support the dynamic nature of sustainability activities as new sustainability-related concerns are 
responded to and innovative activities are explored, created, adapted and adopted, as managers 
increasingly improve their practice of sustainability.  
 157 
References 
Abraham, A., Sommerhalder, K., & Abel, T. 2010. Landscape and well-being: A scoping study on 
the health-promoting impact of outdoor environments. International Journal of Public 
Health, 55(1): 59-69. 
Adams, R., Jeanrenaud, S., Bessant, J., Denyer, D., & Overy, P. 2015. Sustainability-oriented 
innovation: A systematic review. International Journal of Management Reviews, 18(2): 
180-205. 
Åkerlind, G. S. 2012. Variation and commonality in phenomenographic research methods. Higher 
Education Research & Development, 31(1): 115-127. 
Albertini, E. 2013. Does environmental management improve financial performance? A meta-
analytical review. Organization & Environment, 26(4): 431-457. 
Alvesson, M. 2003. Beyond neopositivists, romantics, and localists: A reflexive approach to 
interviews in organizational research. Academy of Management Review, 28(1): 13-33. 
Alvesson, M., & Karreman, D. 2007. Constructing mystery: Empirical matters in theory 
development. Academy of Management Review, 32(4): 1265-1281. 
Ambec, S., & Lanoie, P. 2008. Does it pay to be green? A systematic overview. Academy of 
Management Perspectives, 22(4): 45-62. 
Ameer, R., & Othman, R. 2012. Sustainability practices and corporate financial performance: A 
study based on the top global corporations. Journal of Business Ethics, 108(1): 61-79. 
Anderson, M. W., Teisl, M., & Noblet, C. 2012. Giving voice to the future in sustainability: 
Retrospective assessment to learn prospective stakeholder engagement. Ecological 
Economics, 84: 1-6. 
Andersson, L. M., & Bateman, T. S. 2000. Individual environmental initiative: Championing 
natural environmental issues in U.S. business organizations. Academy of Management 
Journal, 43(4): 548-570. 
Andorfer, V. A., & Liebe, U. 2012. Research on Fair Trade consumption - A review. Journal of 
Business Ethics, 106(4): 415-435. 
Angus-Leppan, T., Benn, S., & Young, L. 2010. A sensemaking approach to trade-offs and 
synergies between human and ecological elements of corporate sustainability. Business 
Strategy and the Environment, 19(4): 230-244. 
Aragón-Correa, J. A. 1998. Strategic proactivity and firm approach to the natural environment. 
Academy of Management Journal, 41(5): 556-567. 
Aragon-Correa, J. A., & Sharma, S. 2003. A contingent resource-based view of proactive corporate 
environmental strategy. Academy of Management Review, 28(1): 71-88. 
Aragón-Correa, J. A., Hurtado-Torres, N., Sharma, S., & García-Morales, V. J. 2008. 
Environmental strategy and performance in small firms: A resource-based perspective. 
Journal of Environmental Management, 86(1): 88-103. 
Australian Bureau of Statistics. 2016. Australian Industry, 2014-15 'Table 1 Key data by industry', 
time series spreadsheet, cat.no. 81550, viewed 17 November 2016. Canberra. 
 158 
Azzone, G., & Bertelè, U. 1994. Exploiting green strategies for competitive advantage. Long Range 
Planning, 27(6): 69-81. 
Baldwin, C. J. 2015. The 10 Principles of Food Industry Sustainability. Hoboken, NJ: John Wiley. 
Baldwin, C., Wilberforce, N., & Kapur, A. 2011. Restaurant and food service life cycle assessment 
and development of a sustainability standard. The International Journal of Life Cycle 
Assessment, 16(1): 40-49. 
Banerjee, S. B. 2008. Corporate social responsibility: The good, the bad and the ugly. Critical 
Sociology, 34(1): 51-79. 
Banerjee, S. B. 2011. Embedding sustainability across the organization: A critical perspective. 
Academy of Management Learning & Education, 10(4): 719-731. 
Banerjee, S. B., & Bonnefous, A.-M. 2011. Stakeholder management and sustainability strategies in 
the French nuclear industry. Business Strategy and the Environment, 20(2): 124-140. 
Bansal, P. 2003. From issues to actions: The importance of individual concerns and organizational 
values in responding to natural environmental issues. Organization Science, 14(5): 510-527. 
Bansal, P. 2005. Evolving sustainably: A longitudinal study of corporate sustainable development. 
Strategic Management Journal, 26(3): 197-218. 
Bansal, P., & Gao, J. 2006. Building the future by looking to the past: Examining research 
published on organizations and environment. Organization & Environment, 19(4): 458-
478. 
Bansal, P., & Roth, K. 2000. Why companies go green: A model of ecological responsiveness. 
Academy of Management Journal, 43(4): 717-736. 
Battisti, M., & Perry, M. 2011. Walking the talk? Environmental responsibility from the perspective 
of small-business owners. Corporate Social Responsibility and Environmental 
Management, 18(3): 172-185. 
Bell, G. G., & Dyck, B. 2011. Conventional resource-based theory and its radical alternative: A less 
materialist-individualist approach to strategy. Journal of Business Ethics, 99(1): 121-130. 
Belz, F. M., & Binder, J. K. 2017. Sustainable entrepreneurship: A convergent process model. 
Business Strategy and the Environment, 26(1): 1-17. 
Benatar, S., & Poland, B. 2015. Lessons for health from insights into environmental crises. 
International Journal of Health Services, 46(4): 825-842. 
Berger, P. L., & Luckman, T. 1967. The Social Construction of Reality. London: Penguin. 
Berry, M. A., & Rondinelli, D. A. 1998. Proactive corporate environmental management: A new 
industrial revolution. Academy of Management Executive, 12(2): 38-50. 
Bloomberg, L. D., & Volpe, M. 2008. Completing Your Qualitative Dissertation: A Roadmap 
From Beginning To End. Los Angeles: Sage. 
Boiral, O. 2007. Corporate greening through ISO 14001: A rational myth? Organization Science, 
18(1): 127-146. 
 159 
Bondacorda, P. 2016. Sustainable restaurant trends to watch in 2016. Accessed online 
http://www.triplepundit.com/2016/02/beyond-menu-sustainable-restaurant-trends-watch-
2016/. Viewed on: 27 June, 2017. 
Bos-Brouwers, H. E. J. 2010. Corporate sustainability and innovation in SMEs: Evidence of themes 
and activities in practice. Business Strategy and the Environment, 19(7): 417-435. 
Bouma-Prediger, S. 2010. For the Beauty of the Earth: A Christian Vision for Creation Care (2nd 
ed.). Grand Rapids: Baker Academic. 
Bowden, J. A. 1996. Phenomenographic research - Some methodological issues. In G. Dall'Alba, & 
B. Hasselgren (Eds.), Reflections on Phenomenography: Toward a Methodology?: 49-66. 
Göteborg, Sweden: Acta Universitatis Gothoburgensis. 
Bowling, D. 2013. Cutting down on food waste: Top chefs share their tips, Hospitality Magazine. 
Australia. 
Boyer, R. H. W. 2016. Achieving one-planet living through transitions in social practice: A case 
study of Dancing Rabbit ecovillage. Sustainability: Science, Practice, and Policy, 12(1): 
402-420. 
Brammer, S., Hoejmose, S., & Marchant, K. 2012. Environmental management in SMEs in the UK: 
Practices, pressures and perceived benefits. Business Strategy and the Environment, 21(7): 
423-434. 
Brand, K.-W. 2010. Social practices and sustainable consumption.  Benefits and limitations of a 
new theoretcial approach. In M. Gross, & H. Heinrichs (Eds.), Environmental Sociology: 
European Perspectives and Interdisciplimary Challenges: 217-236. Dordrecht: Springer. 
Brinkmann, S., & Kvale, S. 2015. InterViews: Learning the craft of qualitative research 
interviewing (3rd ed.. ed.). Los Angeles, CA: Sage. 
Bromley, P., & Powell, W. W. 2012. From smoke and mirrors to walking the talk: Decoupling in 
the contemporary world. Academy of Management Annals, 6(1): 483-530. 
Bryman, A., & Bell, E. 2015. Business Research Methods (4th ed.). Oxford: Oxford University 
Press. 
Bryson, J. R., & Lombardi, R. 2009. Balancing product and process sustainability against business 
profitability: Sustainability as a competitive strategy in the property development process. 
Business Strategy and the Environment, 18(2): 97-107. 
Bulgacov, S., Ometto, M. P., & May, M. R. 2015. Differences in sustainability practices and 
stakeholder involvement. Social Responsibility Journal, 11(1): 149-160. 
Busch, T. 2011. Organizational adaptation to disruptions in the natural environment: The case of 
climate change. Scandinavian Journal of Management, 27(4): 389-404. 
Byrch, C., Kearins, K., Milne, M. J., & Morgan, R. 2007. Sustainable 'what'? A cognitive mapping 
approach to sustainable development understanding. Qualitative Research in Accounting 
and Management, 4(1): 26-52. 
Byrch, C., Milne, M., Morgan, R., & Kearins, K. 2015. Seeds of hope? Exploring business actors' 
diverse understandings of sustainable development. Accounting, Auditing & Accountability 
Journal, 28(5): 671-705. 
 160 
Cadotte, E.  R., Woodruff, R.  B., & Jenkins, R.  L.  1987.  Expectations and norms in models of 
consumer satisfaction.  Journal of Marketing Research, 24(3): 305-314. 
Cagnin, C. H., Loveridge, D., & Butler, J. 2005. Business sustainability maturity model. Paper 
presented at the Business Strategy and the Environment Conference, University of Leeds. 
Carcea, M., & Melini, F. 2013. Legal aspects of food protected designations. In M. de la Guardia, & 
A. Gonzalvez (Eds.), Food Protected Designations of Origin: Methodologies and 
Applications, Vol. 60: 3-30. Oxford, UK: Elsevier. 
Carroll, A. B. 1979. A three-dimensional conceptual model of corporate performance. Academy of 
Management Review, 4(4): 497-505. 
Carroll, A. B., & Shabana, K. M. 2010. The business case for corporate social responsibility: A 
review of concepts, research and practice. International Journal of Management Reviews, 
12(1): 85-105. 
Carroll, B., Levy, L., & Richmond, D. 2008. Leadership as practice: Challenging the competency 
paradigm. Leadership, 4(4): 363-379. 
Carson, R. L. 1963. Silent Spring. London: Hamilton. 
Cassells, S., & Lewis, K. 2011. SMEs and environmental responsibility: Do actions reflect 
attitudes? Corporate Social Responsibility and Environmental Management, 18(3): 186-
199. 
Castka, P., Balzarova, M. A., Bamber, C. J., & Sharp, J. M. 2004. How can SMEs effectively 
implement the CSR agenda? A UK case study perspective. Corporate Social Responsibility 
and Environmental Management, 11(3): 140-149. 
Catton Jr, W. R., & Dunlap, R. E. 1980. A new ecological paradigm for post-exuberant sociology. 
The American Behavioral Scientist, 24(1): 15-47. 
Cavana, R. Y., Sekaran, U., & Delahaye, B. L. 2001. Applied Business Research: Qualitative and 
Quantitative Methods (Australian ed.). Milton, Qld.: Wiley. 
Chia, R., & Holt, R. 2006. Strategy as practical coping: A Heideggerian perspective. Organization 
Studies, 27(5): 635-655. 
Christmann, P. 2000. Effects of "best practices" of environmental management on cost advantage: 
The role of complementary assets. Academy of Management Journal, 43(4): 663-680. 
Cohen, D. V. 1996. A stewardship model of business-community relations: Implications for theory 
and research. Proceedings of the7th Annual Meeting of the International Association for 
Business and Society: 561-566. 
Colby, M. E. 1991. Environmental management in development: The evolution of paradigms. 
Ecological Economics, 3(3): 193-213. 
Collins, E., Roper, J., & Lawrence, S. 2010. Sustainability practices: Trends in New Zealand 
businesses. Business Strategy and the Environment, 19(8): 479-494. 
Collis, J., & Hussey, R. 2003. Business Research: A Practical Guide for Undergraduate and 
Postgraduate Students (2nd ed.). New York: Palgrave Macmillan. 
Condon, L. 2004. Sustainability and small to medium sized enterprises: How to engage them. 
Australian Journal of Environmental Education, 20(1): 57-67. 
 161 
Creswell, J. W. 2003. Research Design: Qualitative, Quantitative, and Mixed Methods 
Approaches (2nd ed.). Thousand Oaks, Calif: Sage. 
Crilly, D., Hansen, M., & Zollo, M. 2016. The grammar of decoupling: A cognitive linguistic 
perspective on firms’ sustainability claims and stakeholders’ interpretation. Academy of 
Management Journal, 59(2): 705-729. 
Crilly, D., Zollo, M., & Hansen, M. T. 2012. Faking it or muddling through? Understanding 
decoupling in response to stakeholder pressures. Academy of Management Journal, 55(6): 
1429-1448. 
Dall'Alba, G. 2000. Reflections on some faces of phenomenography. In J. A. Bowden, & E. Walsh 
(Eds.), Phenomenography. Melbourne: RMIT. 
Darnall, N., Henriques, I., & Sadorsky, P. 2010. Adopting proactive environmental strategy: The 
influence of stakeholders and firm size. Journal of Management Studies, 47(6): 1072-1094. 
Davis, K. 1973. The case for and against business assumption of social responsibilities. Academy of 
Management Journal, 16(2): 312-322. 
Davis, K. 1975. Five propositions for social responsibility. Business Horizons, 18(3): 19-24. 
Dawson, C. 1994. Human resource accounting: From prescription to description? Management 
Decision, 32(6): 35-40. 
de Geus, A. 1997. The living company. Harvard business review, 75(2): 51-59. 
De Grauwe, P., & Camerman, F. 2002. How big are the big multinational companies? Tijdschrift 
voor Economie en Management, 47(3): 311-326. 
de Vries, S., Verheij, R. A., Groenewegen, P. P., & Spreeuwenberg, P. 2003. Natural 
environments—healthy environments? An exploratory analysis of the relationship between 
greenspace and health. Environment and Planning A, 35(10): 1717-1731. 
Dechant, K., & Altman, B. 1994. Environmental leadership: From compliance to competitive 
advantage. Academy of Management Executive, 8(3): 7-27. 
Delmas, M. A., & Toffel, M. W. 2008. Organizational responses to environmental demands: 
Opening the black box. Strategic Management Journal, 29(10): 1027-1055. 
Denzin, N. K., & Lincoln, Y. S. 2011. The Sage Handbook of Qualitative Research (4th ed.). 
Thousand Oaks: Sage. 
Dimitrov, D. K., & Davey, H. 2011. Sustainable development: What it means to CFOs of New 
Zealand. Asian Review of Accounting, 19(1): 86-108. 
Donaldson, T., & Preston, L. E. 1995. The stakeholder theory of the corporation: Concepts, 
evidence and implications. Academy of Management Review, 20(1): 65-91. 
Drumwright, M. E. 1994. Socially responsible organizational buying: Environmental concern as a 
noneconomic buying criterion. Journal of Marketing, 58(3): 1-19. 
Dunlap, R. E., & Van Liere, K. D. 1978. The "new environmental paradigm". Journal of 
Environmental Education, 9(4): 10-19. 
 162 
Dunlap, R. E., Van Liere, K. D., Mertig, A. G., & Jones, R. E. 2000. Measuring endorsement of the 
new ecological paradism: A revised NEP scale. The Journal of Social Issues, 56(3): 425-
442. 
Dunphy, D. C., Benn, S., & Griffiths, A. 2014. Organizational Change for Corporate 
Sustainability (3rd ed.). Abingdon, Oxon: Routledge. 
Dunphy, D. C., Griffiths, A., & Benn, S. 2007. Organizational Change for Corporate 
Sustainability: A Guide for Leaders and Change Agents of the Future (2nd ed.). London: 
Routledge. 
Dunphy, D., Griffiths, A., & Benn, S. 2003. Organizational Change for Corporate Sustainability. 
London: Routledge. 
Dutch Cuisine. 2017. Accessed online http://dutch-cuisine.nl/. Viewed on: 28 June, 2017. 
Duygulu, E., Ozeren, E., Işıldar, P., & Appolloni, A. 2016. The sustainable strategy for small and 
medium sized enterprises: The relationship between mission statements and performance. 
Sustainability, 8(7): 698. 
Dyllick, T., & Hockerts, K. 2002. Beyond the business case for corporate sustainability. Business 
Strategy and the Environment, 11(2): 130-141. 
Dyllick, T., & Muff, K. 2015. Clarifying the meaning of sustainable business: Introducing a 
typology from business-as-usual to true business sustainability. Organization & 
Environment, 29(2): 156-174. 
Edmondson, A. C., & McManus, S. E. 2007. Methodological fit in management field research. 
Academy of Management Review, 32(4): 1155-1179. 
Egels-Zandén, N., & Rosén, M. 2014. Sustainable strategy formation at a Swedish industrial 
company: Bridging the strategy-as-practice and sustainability gap. Journal of Cleaner 
Production, 96: 1-9. 
Eisenhardt, K. M., & Graebner, M. E. 2007. Theory building from cases: Opportunities and 
challenges. Academy of Management Journal, 50(1): 25-32. 
Elkington, J. 1997. Cannibals with Forks: The Triple Bottom Line of 21st Century Business. 
Oxford: Capstone. 
Encycle Consulting. 2013. A study into commercial & industrial (C&I) waste and recycling in 
Australia by industry division: 1-158. Australia. 
Engström, R., & Carlsson-Kanyama, A. 2004. Food losses in food service institutions: Examples 
from Sweden. Food Policy, 29(3): 203-213. 
Epstein, M. J. 2008. Making Sustainability Work: Best Practices in Managing and Measuring 
Corporate Social, Environmental and Economic Impacts. Sheffield, UK: Greenleaf. 
Epstein, M. J., & Roy, M.-J. 2001. Sustainability in action: Identifying and measuring the key 
performance drivers. Long Range Planning, 34(5): 585-604. 
Erdiaw-Kwasie, M. O., Alam, K., & Shahiduzzaman, M. 2017. Towards understanding stakeholder 
salience transition and relational approach to ‘better’ corporate social responsibility: A case 
for a proposed model in practice. Journal of Business Ethics, 144(1): 85-101. 
 163 
Etzion, D. 2007. Research on organizations and the natural environment, 1992-present: A review. 
Journal of Management, 33(4): 637-664. 
Everts, J., Lahr-Kurten, M., & Watson, M. 2011. Practice matters! Geographical inquiry and 
theories of practice. Erdkunde, 65(4): 323-334. 
Eweje, G. 2011. A shift in corporate practice? Facilitating sustainability strategy in companies. 
Corporate Social Responsibility and Environmental Management, 18(3): 125-136. 
Fauchart, E., & von Hippel, E. 2008. Norms-based intellectual property systems: The case of 
French chefs. Organization Science, 19(2): 187-201. 
Feldman, M. S., & Orlikowski, W. J. 2011. Theorizing practice and practising theory. Organization 
Science, 22(5): 1240-1253. 
Fenwick, T. 2007. Developing organizational practices of ecological sustainability: A learning 
perspective. Leadership & Organization Development Journal, 28(7): 632-645. 
Fine, G. A. 1995. Wittgenstein's kitchen: Sharing meaning in restaurant work. Theory and Society, 
24(2): 245-269. 
Fine, G. A. 1996. Justifying work: Occupational rhetorics as resources in restaurant kitchens. 
Administrative Science Quarterly, 41(1): 90-115. 
Fowler, S. J., & Hope, C. 2007. Incorporating sustainable business practices into company strategy. 
Business Strategy and the Environment, 16(1): 26-38. 
Freeman, R. E., Harrison, J. S., & Wicks, A. C. 2010. Stakeholder Theory: The State of the Art. 
Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press. 
Friedman, M. 1970. The social responsibility of business is to increase profits, The New York 
Times Magazine. New York. 
Fryxell, G. E., & Lo, C. W. H. 2003. The influence of environmental knowledge and values on 
managerial behaviours on behalf of the environment: An empirical examination of managers 
in China. Journal of Business Ethics, 46(1): 45-69. 
Gagnon Thompson, S. C., & Barton, M. A. 1994. Ecocentric and anthropocentric attitudes toward 
the environment. Journal of Environmental Psychology, 14(2): 149-157. 
Garriga, E., & Melé, D. 2004. Corporate social responsibility theories: Mapping the territory. 
Journal of Business Ethics, 53(1): 51-71. 
Geale, P. M. 2007. A Round the Board: Corporate Governanace from the Board Directors' 
Perspectives. Unpublished doctoral dissertation, Univeristy of Queensland, Brisbane. 
General Assembly of the United Nations. 2015. 70/1, Transforming our world: The 2030 agenda for 
sustainable development, A/RES/70/1. 
Gherardi, S. 2012. How to Conduct a Practice-Based Study: Problems and Methods. Cheltenham, 
UK: Edward Elgar. 
Ghisellini, P., Cialani, C., & Ulgiati, S. 2016. A review on circular economy: The expected 
transition to a balanced interplay of environmental and economic systems. Journal of 
Cleaner Production, 114: 11-32. 
 164 
Gibbings, P., Lidstone, J., & Bruce, C. 2015. Engineering phenomenography. In J. Huisman, & M. 
Tight (Eds.), Theory and Method in Higher Education Research, Vol. 1: 295-309. 
Gioia, D. A., & Chittipeddi, K. 1991. Sensemaking and sensegiving in strategic change initiation. 
Strategic Management Journal, 12(6): 433-448. 
Gladwin, T. N., Kennelly, J. J., & Krause, T.-S. 1995a. Shifting paradigms for sustainable 
development: Implications for management theory and research. Academy of Management 
Review, 20(4): 874-907. 
Gladwin, T. N., Krause, T., & Kennelly, J. J. 1995b. Beyond eco-efficiency: Towards socially 
sustainable business. Sustainable Development, 3(1): 35-43. 
Global Reporting Initiative. 2015. G4 Sustainability Reporting Guidelines: Reporting Principles and 
Standard Disclosures: 1-97. Amsterdam. 
Goldewijk, K. K. 2005. Three centuries of global population growth: A spatial referenced 
population (density) database for 1700–2000. Population and Environment, 26(4): 343-
367. 
Gomez, M.-L., & Bouty, I. 2011. The emergence of an influential practice: Food for thought. 
Organization Studies, 32(7): 921-940. 
González‐Benito, J., & González‐Benito, O. 2005. An analysis of the relationship between 
environmental motivations and ISO14001 certification. British Journal of Management, 
16(2): 133-148. 
Graafland, J., & Smid, H. forthcoming. Decoupling among CSR policies, programs, and impacts: 
An empirical study. Business & Society. 
Gram-Hanssen, K. 2010. Standby consumption in households analyzed with a practice theory 
approach. Journal of Industrial Ecology, 14(1): 150-165. 
Gray, R. 2010. Is accounting for sustainability actually accounting for sustainability…and how 
would we know? An exploration of narratives of organisations and the planet. Accounting, 
Organizations and Society, 35(1): 47-62. 
Green Restaurant Association. Green Restaurant Certification Standards. Accessed online 
http://www.dinegreen.com/certification-standards. Viewed on: 7 October, 2017. 
Hahn, T., Figge, F., Pinkse, J., & Preuss, L. 2010. Trade-offs in corporate sustainability: You can't 
have your cake and eat it. Business Strategy and the Environment, 19(4): 217-229. 
Hahn, T., Preuss, L., Pinkse, J., & Figge, F. 2014. Cognitive frames in corporate sustainability: 
Managerial sensemaking with paradoxical and buinsess case frames. Academy of 
Management Review, 39(4): 463-487. 
Hambrick, D., & Mason, P. 1984. Upper echelons: The organization as a reflection of its top 
managers. Academy of Management Review, 9(2): 193-206. 
Hannon, A., & Callaghan, E. G. 2011. Definitions and organizational practice of sustainability in 
the for-profit sector of Nova Scotia. Journal of Cleaner Production, 19(8): 877-884. 
Hargreaves, T. 2011. Practice-ing behaviour change: Applying social practice theory to pro-
environmental behaviour change. Journal of Consumer Culture, 11(1): 79-99. 
 165 
Hargreaves, T., Longhurst, N., & Seyfang, G. 2013. Up, down, round and round: Connecting 
regimes and practices in innovation for sustainability. Environment and Planning A, 45(2): 
402-420. 
Harris, L. C., & Crane, A. 2002. The greening of organizational culture: Management views on the 
depth, degree and diffusion of change. Journal of Organizational Change Management, 
15(3): 214-234. 
Harris, N. 2007. Corporate engagement in processes for planetary sustainability: Understanding 
corporate capacity in the non-renewable resource extractive sector, Australia. Business 
Strategy and the Environment, 16(8): 538-553. 
Hart, S. L. 1995. A natural-resource-based view of the firm. Academy of Management Review, 
20(4): 986-1014. 
Hart, S. L., & Dowell, G. 2011. A natural-resource-based view of the firm: Fifteen years after. 
Journal of Management, 37(5): 1464-1479. 
Haugh, H. M., & Talwar, A. 2010. How do corporations embed sustainability across the 
organization? Academy of Management Learning & Education, 9(3): 384-396. 
Hawken, P. 1992. The ecology of commerce. Inc, 14(4): 93-100. 
Hawken, P. 1993. The Ecology of Commerce: A Declaration of Sustainability. New York: 
HarperBusiness. 
Hawn, O., & Ioannou, I. 2016. Mind the gap: The interplay between external and internal actions in 
the case of corporate social responsibility. Strategic Management Journal, 37(13): 2569-
2588. 
Haywood, L. K., Trotter, D. H., Faccer, K., & Brent, A. C. 2013. The diversity of the practice of 
corporate sustainability. World Journal of Entrepreneurship, Management and 
Sustainable Development, 9(2/3): 111-125. 
Hemingway, C. A., & Maclagan, P. W. 2004. Managers' personal values as drivers of corporate 
social responsibility. Journal of Business Ethics, 50(1): 33-44. 
Henriques, I., & Sadorsky, P. 1999. The relationship between environmental commitment and 
managerial perceptions of stakeholder importance. Academy of Management Journal, 
42(1): 87-99. 
Higgins, C., Milne, M. J., & van Gramberg, B. 2015. The uptake of sustainability reporting in 
Australia. Journal of Business Ethics, 129(2): 445-468. 
Hillary, R. 2004. Environmental management systems and the smaller enterprise. Journal of 
Cleaner Production, 12(6): 561-569. 
Hillman, A. J., & Keim, G. D. 2001. Shareholder value, stakeholder management, and social issues: 
What's the bottom line? Strategic Management Journal, 22(2): 125-139. 
Hockerts, K. 2015. A cognitive perspective on the business case for corporate sustainability. 
Business Strategy and the Environment, 24(2): 102-122. 
Hoffman, A. J. 2001. Linking organizational and field-level analyses: The diffusion of corporate 
environmental practice. Organization & Environment, 14(2): 133-156. 
 166 
Hoffman, A. J., & Bazerman, M. H. 2007. Changing practice of sustainability: Understanding and 
overcoming the organizational and psychological barrers to actions. In S. Sharma, M. Starik, 
& B. Husten (Eds.), Organizations and the Sustainability Mosaic: Crafting Long-Term 
Ecological and Societal Solutions: 84-105. Cheltenham, UK: Edward Elgar. 
Hoffman, A. J., & Sandelands, L. E. 2005. Getting right with nature: Anthropocentrism, 
ecocentrism, and theocentrism. Organization & Environment, 18(2): 141-162. 
Hofmann, K. H., Theyel, G., & Wood, C. H. 2012. Identifying firm capabilities as drivers of 
environmental management and sustainability practices – Evidence from small and medium-
sized manufacturers. Business Strategy and the Environment, 21(8): 530-545. 
Høgevold, N. M., & Svensson, G. 2012. A business sustainability model: A European case study. 
Journal of Business & Industrial Marketing, 27(2): 142-151. 
Holmes, S. L. 1976. Executive perceptions of corporate social responsibility. Business Horizons, 
19(3): 34-40. 
Howard-Grenville, J. A. 2006. Inside the "Black Box": How organizational culture and subcultures 
inform interpretations and actions on environmental issues. Organization & Environment, 
19(1): 46-73. 
Hsu, C.  H.  C., Byun, S., & Yang, I.-S.  1998.  Attitudes of Korean college students towards quick-
service, family-style, and fine dining restaurants.  Journal of Restaurant & Foodservice 
Marketing, 2(4): 65-85. 
Hunt, C. B., & Auster, E. R. 1990. Proactive environmental management: Avoiding the toxic trap. 
Sloan Management Review, 31(2): 7-18. 
Iaquinto, B. L. 2014. “I recycle, I turn out the lights”: Understanding the everyday sustainability 
practices of backpackers. Journal of Sustainable Tourism, 23(4): 577-599. 
Jang, Y. J., Kim, W. G., & Bonn, M. A. 2011. Generation Y consumers’ selection attributes and 
behavioral intentions concerning green restaurants. International Journal of Hospitality 
Management, 30(4): 803-811. 
Jansson, J., Nilsson, J., Modig, F., & Hed Vall, G. 2017. Commitment to sustainability in small and 
medium-sized enterprises: The influence of strategic orientations and management values. 
Business Strategy and the Environment, 26: 69-83. 
Jarzabkowski, P., & Balogun, J. 2009. The practice and process of delivering integration through 
strategic planning. Journal of Management Studies, 46(8): 1255-1288. 
Jarzabkowski, P., Burke, G., & Spee, P. 2015. Constructing spaces for strategic work: A 
multimodal perspective. British Journal of Management, 26: S26-S47. 
Jarzabkowski, P., Spee, A. P., & Smets, M. 2013. Material artifacts: Practices for doing strategy 
with 'stuff'. European Management Journal, 31(1): 41-54. 
Jayawardena, C., Pollard, A., Chort, V., Choi, C., & Kibicho, W. 2013. Trends and sustainability in 
the Canadian tourism and hospitality industry. Worldwide Hospitality and Tourism 
Themes, 5(2): 132-150. 
Jenkin, T. A., McShane, L., & Webster, J. 2011. Green information technologies and systems: 
Employees’ perceptions of organizational practices. Business & Society, 50(2): 266-314. 
 167 
Jenkins, H. 2006. Small business champions for corporate social responsibility. Journal of 
Business Ethics, 67(3): 241-256. 
Jenkins, H. 2009. A ‘business opportunity’ model of corporate social responsibility for small- and 
medium-sized enterprises. Business Ethics: A European Review, 18(1): 21-36. 
Jennings, P. D., & Zandbergen, P. A. 1995. Ecologically sustainable organizations: An institutional 
approach. Academy of Management Review, 20(4): 1015-1052. 
Johnston, P., Everard, M., Santillo, D., & Robert, K.-H. 2007. Reclaiming the definition of 
sustainability. Environmental Science and Pollution Research, 14(1): 60-66. 
Jones, P., Comfort, D., Turner, D., & Hillier, D. 2013. Sustainability and the UK pub industry. 
Management Research and Practice, 5(3): 76-93. 
Kantor, L. S., Lipton, K., Manchester, A., & Oliveira, V. 1997. Estimating and addressing 
America's food loss. FoodReview, 20(1): 2-12. 
Kearins, K., Collins, E., & Tregidga, H. 2010. Beyond corporate environmental management to a 
consideration of nature in visionary small enterprise. Business & Society, 49(3): 512-547. 
Kilinc, A., & Aydin, A.  2013.  Turkish student science teachers’ conceptions of sustainable 
development: A phenomenography.  International Journal of Science Education, 35(5): 
731-752. 
Kimbrell, A. 2002. Fatal Harvest: The Tragedy of Industrial Agriculture. Washington, D.C.: 
Island Press. 
Kirk, D. 1995. Environmental management in hotels. International Journal of Contemporary 
Hospitality Management, 7(6): 3-8. 
Klewitz, J., & Hansen, E. G. 2014. Sustainability-oriented innovation of SMEs: A systematic 
review. Journal of Cleaner Production, 65: 57-75. 
Ko, W. W., & Liu, G. 2017. Environmental strategy and competitive advantage: The role of small- 
and medium-sized enterprises' dynamic capabilities. Business Strategy and the 
Environment, 26(5): 584-596. 
Kolk, A., & Mauser, A. 2002. The evolution of environmental management: From stage models to 
performance evaluation. Business Strategy and the Environment, 11(1): 14-31. 
Küpers, W. M. 2011. Integral responsibilities for a responsive and sustainable practice in 
organization and management. Corporate Social Responsibility and Environmental 
Management, 18(3): 137-150. 
Kurapatskie, B., & Darnall, N. 2013. Which corporate sustainability activities are associated with 
greater financial payoffs? Business Strategy and the Environment, 22(1): 49-61. 
Kurucz, E. C., Colbert, B. A., & Wheeler, D. 2008. The business case for corporate social 
responsbility. In A. Crane, A. McWilliams, D. Matten, J. Moon, & D. Seigel (Eds.), The 
Oxford Handbook of Corporate Social Responsibility: 83-112. Oxford: Oxford University. 
Kvale, S. 1995. The social construction of validity. Qualitative Inquiry, 1(1): 19-40. 
Lahman, M. K. E., Rodriguez, K. L., Moses, L., Griffin, K. M., Mendoza, B. M., & Yacoub, W. 
2015. A rose by any other name is still a rose? Problematizing pseudonyms in research. 
Qualitative Inquiry, 21(5): 445-453. 
 168 
Lamb, P., Sandberg, J., & Liesch, P. W. 2011. Small firm internationalisation unveiled through 
phenomenography. Journal of International Business Studies, 42(5): 672-693. 
Landrum, N. E. 2017. Stages of corporate sustainability: Integrating the strong sustainability 
worldview. Organization & Environment, n/a(n/a): n/a. 
Ledovskikh, A. 2016. Food for thought: Changing consumer trends are forcing operators to 
adapt (Industry Report H4512). Accessed online 
http://clients1.ibisworld.com.au/reports/au/industry/default.aspx?entid=2005. Viewed on: 22 
June, 2016. 
Legrand, W., Sloan, P., Simons-Kaufmann, C., & Fleischer, S. 2010. A review of restaurant 
sustainable indicators. Advances in Hospitality and Leisure, 6: 167-183. 
Leopold, A. 1966. A Sand County Almanac: With Other Essays on Conservation from Round 
River. New York: Oxford University Press. 
Lewis, R.  C.  1980.  Benefit segmentation: For restaurant advertising that works.  Cornell Hotel 
and Restaurant Administration Quarterly, 21(3): 6-12. 
Lincoln, Y. S., Lynham, S. A., & Guba, E. G. 2011. Paradigmatic controversies, contradictions, and 
emerging confluences, revisited. In N. K. Denzin, & Y. S. Lincoln (Eds.), The Sage 
Handbook of Qualitative Research, 4th ed.: 97-128. Thousand Oaks: Sage. 
Linnenluecke, M. K., & Griffiths, A. 2013. Firms and sustainability: Mapping the intellectual 
origins and structure of the corporate sustainability field. Global Environmental Change, 
23(1): 382-391. 
Linnenluecke, M. K., Griffiths, A., & Winn, M. 2012. Extreme weather events and the critical 
importance of anticipatory adaptation and organizational resilience in responding to impacts. 
Business Strategy and the Environment, 21(1): 17-32. 
Linnenluecke, M. K., Russell, S., V, & Griffiths, A. 2009. Subcultures and sustainability practices: 
The impact on understanding corporate sustainability. Business Strategy and the 
Environment, 18(7): 432-452. 
Lorenz, C., Gentile, G.-C., & Wehner, T. 2016. Exploring corporate community engagement in 
Switzerland: Activities, motivations, and processes. Business & Society, 55(4): 594-631. 
Loucks, E. S., Martens, M. L., & Cho, C. H. 2010. Engaging small- and medium-sized businesses 
in sustainability. Sustainability Accounting, Management and Policy Journal, 1(2): 178-
200. 
Lowry, L., & Back, R. M. 2015. Slow food, slow tourism, and sustainable practices: A conceptual 
model, Sustainability, Social Responsibility, and Innovations in the Hospitality Industry: 
71-90: Apple Academic Press. 
Lubin, D. A., & Esty, D. C. 2010. The sustainability imperative. Harvard Business Review, 88(5): 
42–50. 
Lucas, M. T. 2010. Understanding environmental management practices: Integrating views from 
strategic management and ecological economics. Business Strategy and the Environment, 
19(8): 543-556. 
Magner, L. 2016a. Filling up the plate: Industry revenue up due to growing foodie culture and 
new technologies (Industry Report H4511A). Accessed online. Viewed on: 22 June, 2016. 
 169 
Magner, L. 2016b. Pick-me-up: Increasing quality and expanding food choices lead to strong 
industry growth (Industry Report H4511B). Accessed online. Viewed on: 22 June, 2016. 
Magris, M., McCreery, C., & Magris, R. 1995. An Introduction to Food and Beverage Studies. 
Elsternwick, Vic.: Hospitality Press. 
Maon, F., Lindgreen, A., & Swaen, V. 2009. Designing and implementing corporate social 
responsibility: An integrative framework grounded in theory and practice. Journal of 
Business Ethics, 87(Supplement 1): 71-89. 
Maon, F., Lindgreen, A., & Swaen, V. 2010. Organizational stages and cultural phases: A critical 
review and a consolidative model of corporate social responsibility development. 
International Journal of Management Reviews, 12(1): 20-38. 
Marcus, J., Kurucz, E. C., & Colbert, B. A. 2010. Conceptions of the business-society-nature 
interface: Implications for management scholarship. Business & Society, 49(3): 402-438. 
Margolis, J. D., & Walsh, J. P. 2003. Misery loves companies: Rethinking social initiatives by 
business. Administrative Science Quarterly, 48(2): 268-305. 
Marsden, C. 2000. The new corporate citizenship of big business: Part of the solution to 
sustainability? Business and Society Review, 105(1): 9-25. 
Mårtensson, K., & Westerberg, K. 2016. Corporate environmental strategies: Towards sustainable 
development. Business Strategy and the Environment, 25(1): 1-9. 
Martín-Peña, M. L., Díaz-Garrido, E., & Sánchez-López, J. M. 2010. Relation between 
management's behavioural intentions toward the environment and environmental actions. 
Journal of Environmental Planning and Management, 53(3): 297-315. 
Marton, F. 1981. Phenomenography: Describing conceptions of the world around us. Instructional 
Science, 10(2): 177-200. 
Marton, F. 1988. Phenomenography: A research approach to investigating different understands of 
reality. In R. R. Sherman, & R. B. Webb (Eds.), Qualitative Research in Education: Focus 
and Methods: 141-161. East Sussex: Falmer. 
Marton, F., & Booth, S. 1997. Learning and Awareness. Mahwah, NJ: Lawerence Erlbaum. 
Marton, F., & Pong, W. Y. 2005. On the unit of description in phenomenography. Higher 
Education Research & Development, 24(4): 335-348. 
Mattingly, J. E. 2015. Corporate social performance: A review of empirical research examining the 
corporation–society relationship using Kinder, Lydenberg, Domini Social Ratings data. 
Business & Society, 56(6): 796-839. 
Maxwell, J., Rothenberg, S., Briscoe, F., & Marcus, A. 1997. Green schemes: Corporate 
environmental strategies and their implementation. California Management Review, 39(3): 
118-134. 
McBride, A., & Mustchin, S. 2013. Creating sustainable employment opportunities for the 
unemployed. Policy Studies, 34(3): 342-359. 
McManus, P. 1996. Contested terrains: Politics, stories and discourses of sustainability. 
Environmental Politics, 5(1): 48-73. 
 170 
Meadows, D. H., Meadows, D. L., Randers, J., & Behrens, W. W. 1972. The Limits to Growth. 
New York: Universe Books. 
Meadows, D. H., Randers, J., & Meadows, D. L. 2005. The Limits to Growth: The 30-year Update. 
London: Earthscan. 
Meyer, J. W., & Rowan, B. 1977. Institutionalized organizations: Formal structure as myth and 
ceremony. American Journal of Sociology, 83(2): 340-363. 
Miettinen, R., Samra-Fredericks, D., & Yanow, D. 2009. Re-turn to practice: An introductory essay. 
Organization Studies, 30(12): 1309-1327. 
Miles, M. B., & Huberman, A. M. 1994. Qualitative Data Analysis: An Expanded Sourcebook 
(2nd ed.). Thousand Oaks, Calif.: Sage. 
Millar, H. H., & Russell, S. N. 2011. The adoption of sustainable manufacturing practices in the 
Caribbean. Business Strategy and the Environment, 20(8): 512-526. 
Milne, M. J., Kearins, K., & Walton, S. 2006. Creating adventures in Wonderland: The journey 
metaphor and environmental sustainability. Organization, 13(6): 801-839. 
Mitchell, R., & Popham, F. 2008. Effect of exposure to natural environment on health inequalities: 
An observational population study. The Lancet, 372: 1655-1660. 
M'Neil. 1804. Two Letters, Addressed to a Noble Lord, on the Manufactures, Agriculture, and 
Apparent Prosperity of Scotland. With a Few strictures on the Speculations, Morals, and 
Manners, of the Nineteenth Century. Edinburgh: Mundell. 
Montiel, I., & Delgado-Ceballos, J. 2014. Defining and Measuring Corporate Sustainability: Are 
We There Yet? Organization & Environment, 27(2): 113-139. 
Moskwa, E., Higgins-Desbiolles, F., & Gifford, S. 2015. Sustainability through food and 
conversation: The role of an entrepreneurial restaurateur in fostering engagement with 
sustainable development issues. Journal of Sustainable Tourism, 23(1): 126-145. 
Muller, C.  C., & Woods, R.  H.  1994.  An expanded restaurant typology.  Cornell Hotel and 
Restaurant Administration Quarterly, 35(3): 27-37. 
Murray Darling Basin Authority. 2011. Murray Darling Basin. Accessed online 
http://www.murrayriver.com.au/about-the-murray/murray-darling-basin. Viewed on: 13 
March, 2011. 
Murray–Darling Basin Authority. 2011. The Draft Basin Plan: Catchment by Catchment: 1-60. 
Canberra: Murray–Darling Basin Authority. 
Naess, A. 1973. The shallow and the deep, long-range ecology movement. A summary. Inquiry, 
16(1-4): 95-100. 
National Restaurant Association, 2016. What's hot: 2017 culinary forecast. Accessed online 
http://www.restaurant.org/Downloads/PDFs/News-Research/WhatsHot/What-s-Hot-2017-
FINAL. Viewed on: 29 June, 2017. 
Nicolini, D. 2012. Practice Theory, Work, and Organization: An Introduction. Oxford: Oxford 
University Press. 
Nicolini, D., Gherardi, S., & Yanow, D. (Eds.). 2003. Knowing in Organizations: A Practice-
Based Approach. Armonk, N.Y.: M.E. Sharpe. 
 171 
Noone, B.  M., Kimes, S.  E., Mattila, A.  S., & Wirtz, J.  2007.  The effect of meal pace on 
customer satisfaction.  Cornell Hotel and Restaurant Administration Quarterly, 48(3): 
231-245. 
O'Leary, J., & Sandberg, J.  2016.  Managers' practice of managing diversity revealed: A practice-
theoretical account.  Journal of Organizational Behavior, 38(4): 512-536. 
Orlikowski, W. J. 2002. Knowing in practice: Enacting a collective capability in distributed 
organizing. Organization Science, 13(3): 249-273. 
Orlitzky, M., Schmidt, F. L., & Rynes, S. L. 2003. Corporate social and financial performance: A 
meta-analysis. Organization Studies, 24(3): 403-441. 
Ormazabal, M., Rich, E., Sarriegi, J. M., & Viles, E. 2016. Environmental management evolution 
framework: Maturity stages and causal loops. Organization & Environment, 30(1): 27-50. 
Oxford Economics. 2015. The economic contribution of the UK hospitality industry. Accessed 
online http://www.bha.org.uk/wordpress/wp-content/uploads/2015/09/Economic-
contribution-of-the-UK-hospitality-industry.pdf. Viewed on: 13 July, 2017. 
Papagiannakis, G., Voudouris, I., & Lioukas, S. 2014. The road to sustainability: Exploring the 
process of corporate environmental strategy over time. Business Strategy and the 
Environment, 23(4): 254-271. 
Parliamentary Commissioner for the Environment. 2002. Creating our future: Sustainable 
development for New Zealand: 182 p. Wellington, N.Z.: Office of the Parliamentary 
Commissioner for the Environment. 
Parmigiani, A., & Howard-Grenville, J. 2011. Routines revisited: Exploring the capabilities and 
practice perspectives. Academy of Management Annals, 5(1): 413-453. 
Parry, S. 2012. Going green: The evolution of micro-business environmental practices. Business 
Ethics: A European Review, 21(2): 220-237. 
Parsa, H. G., Self, J. T., Njite, D., & King, T. 2005. Why restaurants fail. Cornell Hotel and 
Restaurant Administration Quarterly, 46(3): 304-322. 
Parsa, H. G., van der Rest, J.-P. I., Smith, S. R., Parsa, R. A., & Bujisic, M. 2015. Why restaurants 
fail? Part IV: The relationship between restaurant failures and demographic factors. Cornell 
Hospitality Quarterly, 56(1): 80-90. 
Patrick, K. 2000. Exploring conceptions: Phenomenography and the object of study. In J. A. 
Bowden, & E. Walsh (Eds.), Phenomenography. Melbourne: RMIT. 
Patterson, D. 2017. Speaking out. Accessed online https://www.madfeed.co/2016/speakingout/. 
Viewed on: 27 June, 2017. 
Petrucci, M. 2002. Sustainability - Long view or long word? Social Justice, 29(1/2): 103-115. 
Pizam, A., & Shani, A. 2009. The nature of the hospitality industry: Present and future managers' 
perspectives. Anatolia, 20(1): 134-150. 
Porter, M. E., & Kramer, M. R. 2006. Strategy and society: The link between competitive 
advantage and corporate social responsibility. Harvard Business Review, 84(12): 76-92. 
Post, J. E., & Altman, B. W. 1994. Managing the environmental change process: Barriers and 
opportunities. Journal of Organizational Change Management, 7(4): 64-81. 
 172 
Prahalad, C. K., & Hart, S. 2002. The fortune at the base of the pyramid, Strategy+Business, Vol. 
26: PwC Strategy. 
Preston, L. E., & O'Bannon, D. P. 1997. The corporate social-financial performance relationship. 
Business and Society, 36(4): 419-429. 
Pretty, J. N., Ball, A. S., Lang, T., & Morison, J. I. L. 2005. Farm costs and food miles: An 
assessment of the full cost of the UK weekly food basket. Food Policy, 30(1): 1-19. 
Puglisi, C. F. 2014. Relæ: A Book of Ideas. Berkeley: 10 Speed Press. 
Pullman, M. E., Maloni, M. J., & Carter, C. R. 2009. Food for thought: Social versus environmental 
sustainability practices and performance outcomes. Journal of Supply Chain Management, 
45(4): 38-54. 
Raelin, J. 2011. From leadership-as-practice to leaderful practice. Leadership, 7(2): 195-211. 
Ramus, C. A. 2002. Encouraging innovative environmental actions: What companies and managers 
must do. Journal of World Business, 37(2): 151-164. 
Ramus, C. A., & Steger, U. 2000. The roles of supervisory support behaviors and environmental 
policy in employee "Ecoinitiatives" at leading-edge European companies. Academy of 
Management Journal, 43(4): 605-626. 
Randel, A. E. 2002. The maintenance of an organization’s socially responsible practice: A cross-
level framework. Business & Society, 41(1): 61-83. 
Reckwitz, A. 2002. Toward a theory of social practices: A development in culturalist theorizing. 
European Journal of Social Theory, 5(2): 243-263. 
Reckwitz, A. 2007. Practice theory. In G. Ritzer (Ed.), Blackwell Encyclopedia of Sociology. 
Blackwell Reference Online: Blackwell  
Redzepi, R. 2015. Fantasies of a happier kitchen. Accessed online http://luckypeach.com/mad5/. 
Viewed on: 27 June, 2017. 
Reid, A., & Petocz, P.  2006.  University lecturers’ understanding of sustainability.  Higher 
Education, 51(1): 105-123. 
Reid, A., Petocz, P., & Taylor, P.  2009.  Business students’ conceptions of sustainability.  
Sustainability, 1(3): 662-673. 
Revell, A., & Blackburn, R. 2007. The business case for sustainability? An examination of small 
firms in the UK's construction and restaurant sectors. Business Strategy and the 
Environment, 16(6): 404-420. 
Revell, A., Stokes, D., & Chen, H. 2010. Small businesses and the environment: Turning over a 
new leaf? Business Strategy and the Environment, 19(5): 273-288. 
Ricart, J. E., Rodriguez, M. A., Sanchez, P., & Ventoso, L. 2005. The Sustainable Enterprise: 
Learning from DJSI Leaders. Bilbao: Fundacion BBVA. 
Rimmington, M., Smith, J. C., & Hawkins, R. 2006. Corporate social responsibility and sustainable 
food procurement. British Food Journal, 108(10): 824-837. 
Robinson, J. 2004. Squaring the circle? Some thoughts on the idea of sustainable development. 
Ecological Economics, 48(4): 369-384. 
 173 
Roome, N. 1992. Developing environmental management strategies. Business Strategy and the 
Environment, 1(1): 11-24. 
Roome, N. 2011. Looking Back, Thinking Forward: Distinguishing Between Weak and Strong 
Sustainability. In P. Bansal, & A. J. Hoffman (Eds.), The Oxford Handbook of Business 
and the Natural Environment. Oxford: Oxford University Press. 
Roome, N., & Louche, C. 2016. Journeying toward business models for sustainability: A conceptual 
model found inside the black box of organisational transformation. Organization & 
Environment, 29(1): 11-35. 
Rouse, J. 2007. Practice theory. In S. P. Turner, & M. W. Risjord (Eds.), Handbook of the 
Philosophy of Science: Philosophy of Anthropology and Sociology: 639-681. Amsterdam: 
Elsevier. 
Russo, M. V., & Fouts, P. A. 1997. A resource-based perspective on corporate environmental 
performance and profitability. Academy of Management Journal, 40(3): 534-559. 
Ruth, M. 2006. A quest for the economics of sustainability and the sustainability of economics. 
Ecological Economics, 56(3): 332-342. 
Salzmann, O., Ionescu-Somers, A., & Steger, U. 2005. The business case for corporate 
sustainability: Literature review and research options. European Management Journal, 
23(1): 27-36. 
Sandberg, J.  2000.  Understanding human competence at work: An interpretative approach.  
Academy of Management Journal, 43(1): 9-25. 
Sandberg, J. 1997. Are phenomenographic results reliable? Higher Education Research & 
Development, 16(2): 203-212. 
Sandberg, J. 2005. How do we justify knowledge produced within interpretive approaches? 
Organizational Research Methods, 8(1): 41-68. 
Sandberg, J., & Alvesson, M. 2011. Ways of constructing research questions: Gap-spotting or 
problematization? Organization, 18(1): 23-44. 
Sandberg, J., & Dall'Alba, G. 2009. Returning to practice anew: A life-world perspective. 
Organization Studies, 30(12): 1349-1368. 
Sandberg, J., & Tsoukas, H. 2011. Grasping the logic of practice: Theorizing through practical 
rationality. Academy of Management Review, 36(2): 338-360. 
Sandberg, J., & Tsoukas, H. 2016. Practice theory: What it is, its philosophical base, and what it 
offers organization studies. In R. Mir, H. Willmott, & M. Greenwood (Eds.), The Routledge 
Companion to Philosophy in Organization Studies: 184-198. New York: Routledge. 
Santana, A. 2015. Disentangling the knot: Variable mixing of four motivations for firms’ use of 
social practices. Business & Society, 54(6): 763-793. 
Saunders, C. A., Barber, A., & Taylor, G. 2006. Food miles – Comparative energy/emissions 
performance of New Zealand’s agriculture industry. Lincoln, New Zealand: Agribusiness & 
Economics Research Unit, Lincoln University. 
Saunders, M., Lewis, P., & Thornhill, A. 2012. Research Methods for Business Students (6th ed.). 
Harlow: Pearson Education. 
 174 
Schaltegger, S., Lüdeke-Freund, F., & Hansen, E. G. 2012. Business cases for sustainability: The 
role of business model innovation for corporate sustainability. International Journal of 
Innovation and Sustainable Development, 6(2): 95-119. 
Schatzki, T. R. 2001. Introduction: Practice Theory. In T. Schatzki, K. K. Cetina, & E. von Savigny 
(Eds.), The Practice Turn in Contemporary Theory: 1-14. London: Routledge. 
Schatzki, T. R. 2002. The Site of the Social: A Philosophical Account of the Constitution of 
Social Life and Change. University Park, Pa: Pennsylvania State University Press. 
Schatzki, T. R. 2003. A new societist social ontology. Philosophy of the Social Sciences, 33(2): 
174-202. 
Schatzki, T. R. 2005. Peripheral vision: The sites of organizations. Organization Studies, 26(3): 
465-484. 
Schatzki, T. R. 2006. On organizations as they happen. Organization Studies, 27(12): 1863-1873. 
Schatzki, T. R. 2011. Where the action is (on large social phenomena such as sociotechnical 
regimes): 1-31: Sustainable Practices Research Group. 
Schatzki, T. R. 2012. A primer on practices. In J. Higgs, R. Barnett, S. Billett, M. Hutchings, & F. 
Trede (Eds.), Practice-Based Education: Perspectives and Strategies: 13-26. Rotterdam: 
SensePublishers. 
Schembri, S., & Sandberg, J. 2002. Service quality and the consumer's experience: Towards an 
interpretive approach. Marketing Theory, 2(2): 189-205. 
Schreck, P. 2011. Reviewing the business case for corporate social responsibility: New evidence 
and analysis. Journal of Business Ethics, 103(2): 167-188. 
Schroer, A.  L., Lowman, H.  E., & Just, C.  L.  2015.  Educating the aware, informed and action-
oriented sustainable citizen.  Sustainability, 7(2): 1985-1999. 
Schwartz, M. S., & Carroll, A. B. 2008. Integrating and unifying competing and complementary 
frameworks: The search for a common core in the Business and Society field. Business and 
Society, 47(2): 148-186. 
Seele, P., & Gatti, L. 2015. Greenwashing revisited: In search of a typology and accusation-based 
definition incorporating legitimacy strategies. Business Strategy and the Environment, 
26(2): 239-252. 
Sharma, S., & Henriques, I. 2005. Stakeholder influences on sustainability practices in the Canadian 
forest products industry. Strategic Management Journal, 26(2): 159-180. 
Sharma, S., & Vredenburg, H. 1998. Proactive corporate environmental strategy and the 
development of competitively valuable organizational capabilities. Strategic Management 
Journal, 19(8): 729-753. 
Shipman, M. D. 1988. The Limitations of Social Research (3rd ed.). New York: Longman. 
Shove, E. 2010a. Beyond the ABC: Climate change policy and theories of social change. 
Environment and Planning A, 42(6): 1273–1285. 
Shove, E. 2010b. Social theory and climate change: Questions often, sometimes and not yet asked. 
Theory, Culture & Society, 27(2-3): 277-288. 
 175 
Shove, E. 2014. Putting practice into policy: Reconfiguring questions of consumption and climate 
change. Contemporary Social Science, 9(4): 415-429. 
Shove, E., & Walker, G. 2014. What is energy for? Social practice and energy demand. Theory, 
Culture & Society, 31(5): 41-58. 
Shove, E., & Warde, A. 2002. Inconspicuous consumption: The sociology of consumption, 
lifestyles, and the environment. In R. E. Dunlap, F. H. Buttel, P. Dickens, & A. Gijswijt 
(Eds.), Sociological Theory and the Environment: Classical Foundations, Contemporary 
Insights. Lanham, Md.: Rowman & Littlefield. 
Shove, E., Watson, M., & Spurling, N. 2015. Conceptualizing connections: Energy demand, 
infrastructures and social practices. European Journal of Social Theory, 18(3): 274-287. 
Shrivastava, P. 1995a. Ecocentric management for a risk society. Academy of Management 
Review, 20(1): 118-137. 
Shrivastava, P. 1995b. The role of corporations in achieving ecological sustainability. Academy of 
Management Review, 20(4): 936-960. 
Silverman, D. 2013. Doing Qualitative Research (4th ed.). Thousand Oaks, California: Sage. 
Simpson, B. 2009. Pragmatism, Mead and the practice turn. Organization Studies, 30(12): 1329-
1347. 
Sloan, P., Legrand, W., & Chen, J. S. 2013. Sustainability in the Hospitality Industry: Principles 
of Sustainable Operations (2nd ed.). London: Routledge. 
Slow Food. 2018. What we do - Slow Food International. Accessed online 
https://www.slowfood.com/what-we-do/. Viewed on: 19 January 2018. 
Smets, M., Jarzabkowski, P., Burke, G. T., & Spee, P. 2015. Reinsurance trading in Lloyd's of 
London: Balancing conflicting-yet-complementary logics in practice. Academy of 
Management Journal, 58(3): 932-970. 
Smith, M. H., Hargroves, K. C., & Desha, C. 2010. Cents and Sustainability: Making Sense of 
How to Grow Economies, Strengthen Communities and Revive the Environment in Our 
Lifetime. London: Earthscan. 
Solér, C., Bergström, K., & Shanahan, H. 2010. Green supply chains and the missing link between 
environmental information and practice. Business Strategy and the Environment, 19(1): 
14-25. 
Spaargaren, G. 2011. Theories of practices: Agency, technology, and culture: Exploring the 
relevance of practice theories for the governance of sustainable consumption practices in the 
new world-order. Global Environmental Change, 21(3): 813-822. 
Spence, L. J. 2007. CSR and small business in a European policy context: The five “C”s of CSR 
and small business research agenda 2007. Business and Society Review, 112(4): 533-552. 
Springett, D. 2003. Business conceptions of sustainable development: A perspective from critical 
theory. Business Strategy and the Environment, 12(2): 71-86. 
Starik, M. 1995. Research on organizations and the natural environment: Some paths we have 
traveled, the "field" ahead. In D. Collins, & M. Starik (Eds.), Research in Corporate Social 
Performance and Policy: Sustaining the Natural Environment: Empirical Studies on the 
Interface Between Nature and Organizations: 1-42. Greenwich, Conn: JAI. 
 176 
Starik, M. 2002. Childhood's end? Sustaining and developing the evolving field of organizations 
and the natural environment. In S. Sharma, & M. Starik (Eds.), Research in Corporate 
Sustainability: The Evolving Theory and Practice of Organizations in the Natural 
Environment: 439-457. Cheltenham: Edward Elgar. 
Starik, M. 2006. In search of relevance and impact: Introduction to a special feature on the state of 
Organizations and the Natural Environment Research. Organization & Environment, 19(4): 
431-438. 
Starik, M., & Marcus, A. 2000. Introduction to the special research forum on the management of 
organizations in the natural environment: A field emerging from multiple paths, with many 
challenges ahead. Academy of Management Journal, 43(4): 539-547. 
Starik, M., & Rands, G. P. 1995. Weaving an integrated web: Multilevel and multisystem 
perspectives of ecologically sustainable organizations. Academy of Management Review, 
20(4): 908-935. 
Stierand, M. 2015. Developing creativity in practice: Explorations with world-renowned chefs. 
Management Learning, 46(5): 598-617. 
Stoel, T. B. 1988. Book review - Our Common Future. New York University Journal of 
International Law and Politics, 20(3): 861-872. 
Stubbs, W., & Cocklin, C. 2008. Conceptualizing a "Sustainability Business Model". Organization 
& Environment, 21(2): 103-127. 
Stubbs, W., Higgins, C., & Milne, M. 2013. Why do companies not produce sustainability reports? 
Business Strategy and the Environment, 22(7): 456-470. 
Suddaby, R., Seidl, D., & Lê, J. K. 2013. Strategy-as-practice meets neo-institutional theory. 
Strategic Organization, 11(3): 329-344. 
Sustainable Restaurant Association. 2015. Our Sustainability Framework. Accessed online 
http://www.thesra.org/framework/. Viewed on: 27 June, 2017. 
Sustainable Restaurant Association. Too Good To Waste. Accessed online http://www.toogood-
towaste.co.uk. Viewed on: 4 October, 2015. 
Svejenova, S., Mazza, C., & Planellas, M. 2007. Cooking up change in haute cuisine: Ferran Adrià 
as an institutional entrepreneur. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 28(5): 539-561. 
Svensson, L. 1997. Theoretical foundations of phenomenography. HIgher Education Rsearch & 
Development, 16(2): 159-172. 
Székely, F., & Knirsch, M. 2005. Responsible leadership and corporate social responsibility. 
European Management Journal, 23(6): 628-647. 
Teeter, P., & Sandberg, J.  2016.  Constraining or enabling green capability development? How 
policy uncertainty affects organizational responses to flexible environmental regulations.  
British Journal of Management, 28(4): 649-665. 
Tesch, R. 1990. Qualitative Research: Analysis Types and Software Tools. New York: Falmer. 
The Ellen MacArthur Foundation. 2018. Accessed online 
https://www.ellenmacarthurfoundation.org. Viewed on: 25 August 2018. 
 177 
Thomas, A. S., & Simerly, R. L. 1995. Internal determinants of corporate social performance: The 
role of top managers. Academy of Management Journal(1): 411-415. 
Thomas, T. E., & Lamm, E. 2012. Legitimacy and organizational sustainability. Journal of 
Business Ethics, 110(2): 191-203. 
Throop, G. M., Starik, M., & Rands, G. P. 1993. Sustainable strategy in a greening world: 
Integrating the natural environment into strategic management. In P. Shrivastava, A. Huff, 
& J. Dutton (Eds.), Advances in Strategic Management: 63-92: JAI Press. 
Ting, I. 2013. How Australia eats: The ultimate pie chart. Accessed online 
http://www.goodfood.com.au/eat-out/news/how-australia-eats-the-ultimate-pie-chart-
20131101-2wstm. Viewed on: 16 Feb, 2016. 
Trede, F., Higgs, J., & Rothwell, R. 2008. Critical transformative dialogues: A research method 
beyond the fusions of horizons. Forum Qualitative Sozialforschung, 10(1). 
Tregidga, H., Kearins, K., & Milne, M. 2013. The politics of knowing “organizational sustainable 
development”. Organization & Environment, 26(1): 102-129. 
Tregidga, H., & Milne, M. J. 2006. From sustainable management to sustainable development: A 
longitudinal analysis of a leading New Zealand environmental reporter. Business Strategy 
and the Environment, 15(4): 219-241. 
Tregidga, H., Milne, M. J., & Kearins, K. 2015. Ramping up resistance: Corporate sustainable 
development and academic research. Business & Society, [in press]. 
Trigwell, K. 2000. A phenomenographic interview on phenomenography. In J. A. Bowden, & E. 
Walsh (Eds.), Phenomenography: 62-82. Melbourne: RMIT Publisher. 
Tsang, E. W. K. 1997. Organizational learning and the learning organization: A dichotomy between 
descriptive and prescriptive research. Human Relations, 50(1): 73-89. 
Tsoukas, H. 2010. Practice, strategy making and intentionaly: A Heideggerian onto-epistemology 
for strategy as practice. In D. Golsorkhi, L. Rouleau, D. Seidl, & E. Vaara (Eds.), Strategy 
as Practice: 47-62. New York: Cambridge Press. 
Turner, R. K. 1993. Sustainability: Principles and practice. In R. K. Turner (Ed.), Sustainable 
Environmental Economics and Management. Principles and Practice: 3-36. London: 
Belhaven Press. 
Upward, A., & Jones, P. 2016. An ontology for strongly sustainable business models: Defining an 
enterprise framework compatible with natural and social science. Organization & 
Environment, 29(1): 97-123. 
Vaara, E., & Whittington, R. 2012. Strategy-as-practice: Taking social practices seriously. Academy 
of Management Annals, 6(1): 285-336. 
Valente, M. 2015. Business sustainability embeddedness as a strategic imperative: A process 
framework. Business & Society, 54(1): 126-142. 
van Aaken, D., Splitter, V., & Seidl, D. 2013. Why do corporate actors engage in pro-social 
behaviour? A Bourdieusian perspective on corporate social responsibility. Organization, 
20(3): 349-371. 
 178 
van Dam, K., van Vuuren, T., & Kemps, S. 2016. Sustainable employment: The importance of 
intrinsically valuable work and an age-supportive climate. The International Journal of 
Human Resource Management, 28(17): 2449-2472. 
Van Dyne, G. M. 1979. Ecosystems, systems ecology, and systems ecologists. In H. H. Shugart, & 
R. V. O'Neill (Eds.), Systems Ecology: 67-89. Stroudsburg, Pa: Dowden, Hutchinson & 
Ross. 
van Marrewijk, M., & Werre, M. 2003. Multiple levels of corporate sustainability. Journal of 
Business Ethics, 44(2/3): 107-119. 
Vickers, M. H. 2012. Financial turning points and transitions for people with multiple sclerosis: 
Towards sustainable employment outcomes. Journal of Management and Organization, 
18(3): 346-362. 
Vidal, N., Kozak, R. A., & Hansen, E. 2015. Adoption and implementation of corporate 
responsibility practices: A proposed framework. Business & Society, 54(5): 701-717. 
Walker, J.  R.  2008.  The Restaurant: From Concept to Operation (5th ed., revised ed.).  
Hoboken, N.J.: John Wiley. 
Walley, N., & Whitehead, B. 1994. It's not easy being green. Harvard Business Review, 72(3): 46-
51. 
Walsh, P. R., & Dodds, R. 2017. Measuring the choice of environmental sustainability strategies in 
creating a competitive advantage. Business Strategy and the Environment, 26(5): 672-687. 
WCED. 1987. Our Common Future. World Commission of Environment and Development. 
Oxford: Oxford University. 
Wernerfelt, B. 1984. A resource-based view of the firm. Strategic Management Journal, 5(2): 171-
180. 
Whiteman, G., & Cooper, W. H. 2011. Ecological sensemaking. Academy of Management 
Journal, 54(5): 889-911. 
Whiteman, G., & Cooper, W. H. 2016. Decoupling rape. Academy of Management Discoveries, 
2(2): 115-154. 
Whittington, R. 1996. Strategy as practice. Long Range Planning, 29(5): 731-735. 
Williams, C. C., & Millington, A. C. 2004. The diverse and contested meanings of sustainable 
development. Geographical Journal, 170(2): 99-104. 
Williams, S., & Schaefer, A. 2013. Small and medium-sized enterprises and sustainability: 
Managers' values and engagement with environmental and climate change issues. Business 
Strategy and the Environment, 22(3): 173-186. 
Williamson, D., Neill, L., Kruesi, M., & Waldren, N. 2013. Hospitality report: Reporting on New 
Zealand's hospitality industry: 1-66. Auckland: Restaurant Association of New Zealand and 
Auckland University of Technology. 
Winn, M. I., & Pogutz, S. 2013. Business, ecosystems, and biodiversity: New horizons for 
management research. Organization & Environment, 26(2): 203-229. 
Winsemius, P., & Guntram, U. 1992. Responding to the environmental challenge. Business 
Horizons, 35(2): 12-20. 
 179 
Wisner, P. S., Epstein, M. J., & Bagozzi, R. P. 2006. Organizational antecedents and consequences 
of environmental performance. In M. Freedman, & B. Jaggi (Eds.), Advances in 
Environmental Accounting & Management, Vol. 3: 143-167. London: Emerald. 
Wright, A., Murray, J.  P., & Geale, P.  2007.  A phenomenographic study of what it means to 
supervise doctoral students.  Academy of Management Learning & Education, 6(4): 458-
474. 
Yin, R. K. 2003. Case study research: Design and methods (3rd ed.). Thousand Oaks, California: 
Sage. 
Yin, R. K. 2014. Case Study Research: Design and Methods (5th ed.). Los Angeles: Sage. 
Zbaracki, M. J. 1998. The rhetoric and reality of total quality management. Administrative Science 
Quarterly, 43(3): 602-636. 
Zollo, M., Cennamo, C., & Neumann, K. 2013. Beyond what and why: Understanding 
organizational evolution towards sustainable enterprise models. Organization & 
Environment, 26(3): 241-259. 
Zott, C., Amit, R., & Massa, L. 2011. The business model: Recent developments and future 
research. Journal of Management, 37(4): 1019-1042.
 180 
Appendices 
 
  
181 
Appendix 1 Interpretivist Research Designs 
Research Strategya Participants/Sampling Timeframe 
Types of Studies 
Undertaken Characteristics Data Form Purpose 
Ethnographya,e Groups 
People in groups 
Time 
extensive 
Social/urban problems Immersion in a social grouping 
Detached, scientific observer 
Observationse 
Interviews 
Documents 
Detailed cultural accounts of 
a social groups 
Action Researcha,c,f Organisations 
Blurring between 
participant and 
researcher  
Medium or 
long term  
Organisational problems  Participative  
Collaborative  
Diagnostic  
Interventionist  
Participant 
observations 
Develop solutions for real 
problems 
Institutional changef  
Case Studyc,d Single Short, 
medium or 
long term 
Critical, unique or 
representative example 
of a phenomenon 
Contemporary phenomenon Interviews 
Documents 
Observations 
Theory building 
Illustrative 
Case Studyc, d Multiple Short, 
medium or 
long term 
Similar or contrasting 
examples of a 
phenomenon 
Contemporary phenomenon Interviews 
Documents 
Observations 
Theory building 
Illustrative 
Variation 
Grounded Theorya,b Specific social 
grouping 
Theoretical saturation 
Time 
extensive 
Social inquiry Explanation of meanings people 
construct to make sense of their 
everyday experiences 
Interviews 
Documents 
Observations 
Theory building derived 
from the data 
Narrative Inquirya,b,g Typical participant or 
across a group 
Time 
extensive  
Past events Biographical personal accounts  
Chronological connections 
between event and actions 
Story telling – 
complete stories 
Reflection on past events 
Chronological ordering 
Phenomenographyhi,j, Maximum variation 
Theoretical saturation 
Short – 
medium 
Variation in people’s 
understanding 
Personal accounts of experiencing 
of a phenomenon 
Interviews 
Documents 
Develop distinctly different 
understandings of reality 
a Saunders et al. (2012) b Denzin and Lincoln (2011) c Yin (2003) 
d Eisenhardt and Graebner (2007) e Collis and Hussey (2003) f Miles and Huberman (1994) 
g Creswell (2003) h (Sandberg, 2000) i (Wright et al., 2007) 
j (Marton, 1988)   
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Appendix 2 Research Protocol 
Sustainability is coming to prominence in many industries including the restaurant and catering 
industry. I am here to talk to you about how you view sustainability and how this is put into practice 
in your business. 
1. What kinds of sustainability practices have you undertaken and are undertaking in your 
business (the kitchens) here at _______________?  
(Ask them to describe and exemplify in detail how they carry out each of those activities) 
Sub Questions 
Are there any other sustainable practices that you have included into the running of your 
restaurant/cafe? 
(keep probing for all the different and activities and practices that they mention) 
Are there any practices that you considered and rejected? What were they and on what 
grounds were they rejected? 
Where might you next focus your efforts? 
2. What do you find most challenging when practising sustainability? 
Now I would like to turn to your decision making on whether or not to adopt a new practice 
in your business (kitchen). 
3. What are the most important factors that you think about when considering a new 
sustainable practice in your business? 
4. In what sense are sustainability practices important to you? 
(financial, reputation, etc.) 
-Are you prepared to take on a sustainability practice that would reduce your profitability? 
-What do you see as your compromise points? Why have you had to make those 
compromises? 
5. Where do you seek advice or gain information from when making a sustainability decision? 
6. What effect does the corporate sustainability policy have in the running of this part of the 
organisation? 
7. What does sustainability mean to you? What is the point of sustainability as you see it? 
 (Ask further on areas of economic, environmental and social if mentioned in their response) 
-What is at the root of your adoption of sustainability? 
8. Do you practice sustainability in your household as well? If yes, what practices do you 
undertake? 
9. How would you define sustainability? 
10. Do you have any recommendations or suggestions of others in the industry who are 
practising sustainability that I should interview? 
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Appendix 3 Conducting Ethical Research 
In accordance with the University of Queensland’s research integrity requirements ethical approval 
was sought from the UQ Business School’s Ethical Review Committee as I was using human 
subjects. The level of risk was deemed as being negligible risk research. To meet the requirements 
of the ethics approval I informed the participants that: 
• They would receive the required ethics approval documentation on the purposes of the 
research prior to the interview. 
• Consent forms needed to be signed before the interview and observations commenced. 
• Anonymity would be ensured and that the information provided would not be linked back to 
them or the organisation. 
• The interview would be digitally recorded unless requested not to. All recordings and 
transcripts would be kept securely either electronically, or under lock and key. The 
recordings would be destroyed at the end of the project. 
• Their participation was entirely voluntary and that they could withdraw at any point of the 
collection and analysis process. If they withdrew all recordings, transcripts, documentary 
evidence, and field notes would not be included in the study and would be destroyed. 
• I would transcribe the interviews either myself or by a reputable transcription service. If they 
did not want a transcription service involved they were to let me know. The service that I 
used was Smartdocs which is Australian-based with all transcribers signing confidentially 
agreements. Other academic colleagues also use this service and Smartdocs is a regular 
supplier to the University of Queensland. 
• The participant had the option to review the transcribed interview for accuracy and they 
could request changes. 
• At the end of the project a report would be available on the outcome of the research.  
• For the observations, they were also assured that at any point that I would, at their request, 
leave the premises. 
Ensuring participant anonymity appears to have two conventions with first assigning alphanumeric 
codes to participants, and the second is to create aliases or pseudonyms to change participants’ 
names (Lahman et al., 2015). I chose the second approach as using pseudonyms, rather than 
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alphanumeric codes, was to let the voice of the participants be heard, thus allowing the feelings and 
characteristics of real people to emerge throughout the results chapter. The names were changed 
using each letter of the alphabet as the starting letter of each. Interestingly, a number of participants 
were happy for their names to be used  yet, to fulfil with ethics approval, the names were changed.
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Appendix 4 Ethics Approval Letter 
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Appendix 5 Collation and Analysis of Observational Data – Ethical Provenance Example 
Key sets of 
Sustainability 
Activity 
Practice Field Notes, Website, Documentary Evidence Observational Data 
Managing Business 
Affairs 
Paying more for ethically sourced 
products. 
 Not observed 
Working with smaller margins.  Not observed 
Managing Materiality Sourcing of ethically produced 
food. 
Wild rabbit and deer listed on menu. (Edmund 
documentary evidence) 
Line-caught fish listed on menu (Edmund documentary 
evidence) 
“Free-range eggs” is written on the chalkboard at the entry 
of the restaurant. (Yani field notes) 
Wild venison and rabbit are shot, processed and certified 
(in New Zealand rabbits and deer are invasive species). 
The internal organs have to be left inside the animal for the 
inspection and certification process. (Edmund) 
Edmund won’t buy from ‘C’ fishing supplier anymore due 
to their lack integrity. 
Managing scarce or endangered 
resources  
 Yellow-finned tuna was being used. Tuna was sliced and 
each slice had to weigh 15g or less. … All the ends of the 
tuna rolls were placed to one side to be cut into tuna tartare 
for the dish. No tuna was wasted. (Edmund) 
Using non-environmentally 
invasive chemicals 
 Environmentally-friendly cleaners are used (as allowed by 
the local authority food hygiene requirements. (Yani) 
Limited growing of own food. Pots containing herbs are on the outside of the café 
(Quentin field notes) 
“Each restaurant and café in the precinct have been 
allocated a patch where they grow their own produce to 
use in their daily specials.” (Xavier documentary evidence) 
Not at the two restaurants under observation.  
Planning menus Each time I have eaten here the menu is slightly different 
(Quentin field notes) 
Not observed 
Managing People Building relationships with ethical 
suppliers. 
Many of these participants were willing to provide me 
access to their suppliers to interview as an extension of my 
research (Field notes) 
Edmund introduced me to ‘V’ from ‘B’ Gardens. ‘V’ 
encourages chefs to visit so she can educate them and they 
can experience the growing of vegetables. She wants them 
to understand the seasonality of fresh produce and also 
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availability of produce is affected by nature such as 
storms. She likes chefs to connect to the land. 
Educating staff.  When a complaint was received about a dish being too 
salty Edmund watched the cook prepare the next dish, 
tasted it and corrected what the cook was doing. 
Even though the restaurant is busy the head chef takes time 
to teach apprentice. (Edmund) 
Yani has 2 trainee chefs. Normally he has 3. Yani likes 
having them, as they are willing to learn. M. started at … 
as a kitchenhand two years ago, now working through his 
study slowly. M. is thankful for the opportunity that Yani 
has given M. 
Giving customers a story of 
provenance 
When eating at the restaurant one evening each dish was 
explained to me by the waiter as to where and how the 
main item was produced. (Edmund) 
Recognition of some suppliers is provided through 
labelling menu items. For example XYZ wagyu beef 
(Edmund, Xavier - menu evidence) 
At the restaurants the wait staff provide the dinners with a 
description of the main components of the dish elaborating 
on where the ingredients are sourced from (Edmund). 
Educating customers as to why 
some ingredients are not used. 
Signage around the enterprise explaining their sustainable 
fish principles, including why some fish is not available 
(Dennis) 
Not observed 
Managing Waste Minimising wastage. Saw salmon skins being scraped for flesh. (Dennis) Recycling or using of cooking oil, some plastics, 
cardboard, food scraps are composted, batteries (mainly 
for the other leases of the building), waxed breadboxes, 
and black bins from the greengrocer. (Edmund) 
Repurposing waste. Two chefs cooking heat and eat dishes to use unsold fish. 
(Dennis) 
Asparagus peels and stems turned into a stock with onions 
etc. Blended and turned into a foam for one of the dishes. 
(Edmund) 
Using others’ waste. By-catch available for customers (Dennis) Fisheries by-catch is used on the menu, which would 
otherwise by thrown away. (Edmund) 
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